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To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith the report containing the recommendations
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC)
pursuant to section 2903 of Public Law 101-510, 104 Stat. 1810,
as amended.

I hereby certify that | approve all the recommendations con-
tained in the Commission’s report.

In a July 8, 1995, letter to Deputy Secretary of Defense White
(attached), Chairman Dixon confirmed that the Commission’s rec-
ommendations permit the Department of Defense to privatize the
work loads of the McClellan and Kelly facilities in place or else-
where in their respective communities. The ability of the Defense
Department to do this mitigates the economic impact on those com-
munities, while helping the Air Force avoid the disruption in readi-
ness that would result from relocation, as well as preserve the im-
portant defense work forces there.

As | transmit this report to the Congress, | want to emphasize
that the Commission’s agreement that the Secretary enjoys full au-
thority and discretion to transfer work load from these two instal-
lations to the private sector, in place, locally or otherwise, is an in-
tegral part of the report. Should the Congress approve this package
but then subsequently take action in other legislation to restrict
privatization options at McClellan or Kelly, I would regard that ac-
tion as a breach of Public Law 101-510 in the same manner as if
the Congress were to attempt to reverse by legislation any other
material direction of this or any other BRAC.

WiLLiam J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HousE, July 13, 1995.
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-3304

ALAN 1. STEON. CHAIRMAN
COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

ACRECEA COX

GEN J. B, QAVIE, USAF (RET)
. LER XIING

RAGM BENIAMIN . MONTOVA, LIAN (RET)
M3 JOSUE ROBLES. JR_, USA (RET)
STEKLE

July 8, 1995 WERNDS LOUST
The Honorable John P. White
Deputy Secretary of Defense
Department of Defense
Washington, D.C. 20301

This is in response to your request for my views on the Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission’s recommendations concerning the disposition of the
mnmmsaum-dm&rmm '

MNWMHMMMMMWdﬁ
concept of privatization of DolD industrial and commercial activities, as noted in
Chapter 3 of the Cormmission®s Report:

“The Commission believes reducing infrastructure by expanding privatization to
other DoD industrial and commercial activities will reduce the cost of maintaining
and operating a ready military force. ... Privatization of these functions woald
reduce operating costs, climinate excess infrastructwee, and allow uatformed
persomne] to focus on skills and activitics directly related to their military missions.”

‘The Commission’s recommendations for the closure of McClellan Air Foree
Base and the realignment of Kelly Air Force Base include the following sentence:

“Consolidate the [remaining] workicads to other DoD depots or to private seetor
commercial activities as determined by the Defense Depot Maintenance Council.”

The ward “remsining” is used anly in the Conmmission’s recommendation for
McClellan Air Force Base because the Comxmission directed the movement of the
common-use ground-commmumnication ciectronics workioad currently performed at
McClellan Air Force Base to Tobyhanna Armry Depot.
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It is my view, and the view of the Commission’s General Counsel, that the
Commission’s recommendation in the case of both McClellan Air Force Base and
Kelly Air Force Base authorizes the trapsfar of sy workioad, other than the
common-use grownd-commupication electronics woskioad, to axy other DD depot
or to any private sector commercial activity, local or otherwise, incinding
peivatization ia plsce. mmamumw
mmymndhd’h-ca—-n s General Counsel, 1o carry out any
activities associssed with privetizstion, sach a3 allowiag necessary DoD personnel
1o remmain in place % suppoxt tramsition activities.

1 appreciate the opportmity to share my views with you on this important
jssue.
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STRELT SUITE 1428
ARLINGTON, VA 22200

703-894-0804
ALAN 1. DIXON, CHAIRMAN
COMMISBIONERS:
AL CORNEKLLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. 5. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
B LER XLING
RADM BENIAMIN F. MONTOYA, USM (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JU., UBA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STRELE
Tuly 1; 1995
The President
The White House
‘Washington, D.C. 20500

We are pleased to submit the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment report for your
consideration. This repost contsing the Commission’s findings and recommendations based on »
thorough review snd saalysis of the recomsmendations mads by the Secretary of Defense together
with the Commission’s recommendations for clomure and realigament of military instaliations

Over the past four months, the Comemission bas reviewed thousends of pages of testimony
and written documentstion. We beld 16 regional hearings across the couatry, visited 167 military
activities, and met with hundreds of local community groups. In 13 hearings in Washington,
D.C., we received expert testimony from Department of Defense officisls, the General

ing Office and Members of Congress. All of the Commimsion’s activities and all of the
documentation used by the Commission wers open to the public.

The decision to close s military installation is & paindl cus. Every mstallstion
recommended for closure or realignment hes enjoyed 2 proud history and offered a priceless
service to our nation. Our review indicates that, with s comcerted effort, communities can recover
from the impact of a base closure, but we realize that our recommmendations will result in
economic hardship for meny families aad commmmities. We slen realize that it is amential to our
national security that we reduce our defiense infinatrociere in o carell, deliberate way. We
believe our recommendations will belp the military servicss maintain readinsss, modemnize their
forcos and preserve the force structure necesssry to prodect cur nation’s vital interests in the
future,

The Conwnission hes also included some recommendations in this report regarding the
post-closure activities of the federal government concerning military instaliations, as well as some
ideas on how to address base clasings in the future.



This third and final report of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
brings to a close a unique and, in our view, remarkably successful experiment in open,
participatory government.
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LisT OF 1995

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE
AND REALIGNMENT
COMMISSION ACTIONS

Number Name

nN

[- RS ¥ )

Army Bio-Medical Rescarch Lab, Fort
Detrick, MD

ig Coppett Key, FL
Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks,
CA

Lompoc,
Camp Bonneville, WA

Camp Kilmer, NJ
Camp Pedricktown, Nj

Philaddphia, PA

Detroit Arsenal, MI

Fast Fort Haker, CA

Eglin AFB, FL

Fitzsimons Army Medicul Center, CO

Fleet and Indumrial Supply Center, Guam

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center,
Charleston, SC .

Fleet and Incdustrial Supply Center,
Onkiand, CA

Fort Buchanan, Pucrto Rico
Four Chaffee, AR

Number Name

31
32
33
X
35
36
37
38
3
40
41
42
43
44

45
46
47
48
49

50
51

52
53

4
55

65

Font Dix, NJ

Fort Greely, AK

Fort Holabird, MD

Fort Hunter Liggett, CA
Fort Indiantown Gap, PA
Font Lee, VA

Fort Pickett, VA

Fort Ritchie, MD

Fort Toiten, NY

Grand Forks AFB, ND

Griffiss AFB, 10th Infantsy Airfield
Support, NY

Griffiss AFB, 485th Engineering
Instailation Group, NY

Squadron, FL

information Systems Software Center, VA

nvestigations Control & Automnation
Directorate, MD

Kelly AFB, TX

Ketly Suppon Center, PA

Latterkenny Army Depat, PA

Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA

Lowry AFB, CO

MacDill AFB, FL

Malmstrom AFB, MT

MCAS, Ei Toro, CA

MCAS, Tustin, CA

McClellan AFB, CA

Bayoane Military Ocean Terminal, NJ

NAS, Agana, Guam

NAS, Alameda, CA

NAS, Bashens Point, 11



Number Namec

38R

RE £EE 888 3 R

NAS, Cecil Field, FL
NAS, Corpus Christi, TX

NavalCC&OoennSurvuﬂanceGenm
San Diego, CA

Naval CC & Ocean Surveillice Center,
‘Warminster, PA

Number Name

88 g ¥

100

102
103
104
105

106

107
108
105
110
111
112

13
114
115

116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128

129
130
131

132

NSWC, Dahigren Division Detachment,
White Oak, MD

Nuclear Power Propulsion Training
Center, Orlando, FL
NUWC, Keyport, WA
NUWC, Newport Division,
New London, CT
Oakland Army Base, CA
Office of Naval Research, Ardington, VA
Onizuka AGS, CA
Ontario IAP AGS, CA

Recreation Center az, Fayeuevxlle NC

Red River Amy Depot, TX
Reese AFB, TX

Rio Vista Army Resesve Center, CA
Roslyn AGS, NY
NavalRem:ingmt,SanD:ego CA
Savanna Ammy Depot Activity, IL
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EXECUTIVE

SUMMARY

Closing military facilities is a difficuit and paiofal
insualiation recommended for clo-

realign its mikitary forces. To reduce the sumber
of military instaliations in the United Seaes, and 10
ensure the impantiality of the decision-making
F , Congr } the Defenee B
sure and Realignment At of 1990 (Public
101-510, as amended).

Signed by President George Bush on November
5, 1990, this Act established the independent
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comamis-
sion (DBCRC). The Commission was established

31, 1995. (See Appendix F).

Because this is the thied and final ousd under
Public Law 101-510, the 1995 Commission is
proud to have the opportunity to bheing this pro-

in complisnce with the Defense Base Closure and
Reslignmest Act of 1990, the Secretary of Defense

|
i
|

i
i
jieed
§§§ t
:5355
siaiis
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1995 DoD Force-Structure Plan
FY1994 FY1997 FY1999
Army Divisions
Active 13 10 10
Reserve 8 8 8
Marine Corps Divisi )
Active 3 3 3
Reserve 1 1 1
Aircraft Carriers 12 11 1
Reserve Carriers - - 1 1
Carrier Airwi
Active 11 10 10
Reserve 2 1 1
Bartle Force Ships 363
Air Force Fighters
Active 978 936 936
Reserve 79 504 504
Air Force Bombers
Active 139 104 103
Reserve 12 2 26
DoD Personnel (End strength in thousands)
Active Duty
Army 543 495 495
Navy 468 408 394
Marine Corps 174 174 174
Air Force 426 385 382
TOTAL 1,611 1,462 1445
Reserves and
National Guard 997 904 893
Civilians 913 - 799 759
1995 DoD Selection Criteria Return on Investment
5. The extent and timing of potential costs and
Military Value savings, including the number of years, begin-
1. The cument and fumre mission with the date of completion of the closure
and the impact on operational readiness of the the savings to exceed the

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities
and associated airspace at both existing and
3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobi-
lization, and future total force requirements at
4. The cost and manpower implications.

X



Upon receipt of the recommendations of the Sec-
retary of Defense, the Commission is requised o
i recoauneodations

Like previous DBCRC rounds, the 1995
Commission’s process was 2 model of open gov-
emment. Its recommendations resulsed from an
independent review of the Secretary of Defense’s
recommengdations, without political or partisan
influence. As part of its review and analysis pro-

enabled the commissioners 10 gain a firs-

look at the insailitions. Commissioners also

from members of the public sbout the

that closures woukd have on jocal cosamumi-
ties. The Commission held 13 investigative hear-
ings, conducted 206 fact-finding visis %o 167
military installations and activities, held 16
regional

At the Commission’s investigative heasings,
officials of the Defense Department directly

14

Aprd 15, 1995. GAQ testified before the Commis-
sion on Apei 17, 1995, presenting its findings and
recommendations. All of the Commission's hear-
ings and deliberations were held in public. Many
were broadcast on mational television (see Appen-
dices O and P).
Based on military installation visits, hearings, and
its review and analysis, the Commission voted to
i alternatives and additions to the

%

sure or reslignment by the Secretary of Defense
(sec Appendix D.

jor
and 1991 Commissions, and has provided $20
million in geants © help communities develop re-
use plaos.

-3



Commission have
and the Q). In accordance

Appendix
with Public Law 101-510, as amended, two com-
missioners were nominated in consubation with

the Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives,
two in consultation with the U.S. Senate

DepamnemofComucetheEnvmml
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The Commission estimates that the closure or re-
alignment of these 132 military installations will

1995 Closure & Recommendations
($ in Millions)
1-Tiroe Cost Annual Savings 20-Year Savings
DoD Submission 3,743 1,768 21,026
(28 February 1995)
DoD Revised 3,521 1,569 18,994
Baseline*
Final Commission 3,561 1,606 19,317
Results
Change from DoD +40 +37 +323
Revised Baseline

“Reflects revisions in cosis and savings estimates submitted to the Commission by the Defense Department, as well as

the

I of the following installati

from the list a5 requested by the Secretary of Defense: Kirtland Air Force

Base, NM; Dugway Proving Ground, UT; Caven Point Reserve Center, NJ; and Valley Grove Area Maintemance

Support Activity, WV.

xii



require one-time, upfront costs of $3.6 billion, and
will result in annual savings of $1.6 billion once
implemented. Over the next 20 years, the total
savings will be approximately $19.3 billion.

The preceding table summarizes the costs and
savings estimates of the recommendations submit-
ted to the Commission by the Secretary of
Defense on February 28; the costs and savings of
these estimates as revised by the military services
zsamultofsntemeysukmafterthembm&

nal list by the Secretary of Defense; and the costs
and savings estimates of the Commission propos-
als contained in this report.

‘While the Commission believes that the one-time
costs of implementing its recommendations will
exceed the Defense Department's revised esti-
mates by $40 million, the annual savings and 20-
vear savings from the Commission's recom-
mendations will exceed the Defense Department’s
revised estimates by $37 million and $323 million,
respectively. These 1995 recommendations repre-
sent the first time that the Defense Base Closure
savings greater than those proposed by the Secre-
tary of Defense.

The following list summarizes the closure and re-
alignment recommendations of the 1995 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission.

1995 Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commission
Recommendations

Part I Major Base Closures

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY |

Fort McClellan, AL

Fort Chaffee, AR

Oakland Ammy Base, CA

Fitzsimons Army Medicai Center, CO
Savanna Army Depot Activity, IL
Fort Ritchie, MD

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Naval Air Facility, Adak, AK

Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA

Ship Repair Facility, GU

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Indianapolis, IN

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division
Detachment, Louisville, KY

Naval Susface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Warminster, PA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

McClellan Air Force Base, CA

Ontario International Airport Air Guard
Station, CA

Chicago O'Hare International Airport Air Reserve

Part II: Major Base Realignments
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Font Greely, AK
Fort Hunter Liggett, CA

Fort Dix, N
Charles E. Kelly Support Center, PA

Naval Air Station, Key West, FL

Naval Activities, GU

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, TX

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, WA

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Onizuka Air Station, CA

Eglin Air Force Base, FL

Malmstrom Air Force Base, MT

Grand Forks Air Foroe Base, ND

Kelly Air Fonce Base, TX

Hill Air Foroe Base, UT (Utah Test and
Training Range)

Part Il Smaller Base or Activity

Closures, Realignments,
Disestablishments or Relocations

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

FortMissouh.MI'

Recreation Center #2, Fayetteville, NC
Information Systems Software Center (ISSC), VA
Camp Bonneville, WA
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center Oaldand, CA
Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance

Center, In-Service Engincering West Coast

A

Naval Suface Warfase Center, CarduockDmsnon
Detachment, Annapolis, MD

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Open
Water Test Facility, Oreland, PA

Naval Comnuand, Control and Ocean Surveillance
Center, RDT&E Division Detachment,

Naval Air Reserve Center at:
Olathe, KS

Naval Reserve Readiness Commands at:
New Orleans, LA (Region 10)
Charleston, SC (Region 7)
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor
Activity, Buffalo, NY

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Defense Contract Management District South,
Marietta, GA
Defense Contract Management Command Interna-
tional, Dayton, OH
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, OH
Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, PA
Defense industrial Supply Center Philadelphia, PA
DERENSE INVESTIGATIVE SERVICE
. Control and A ion Di '
Fort Holabird, MD




Part IV: Changes to Previously Approved
BRAC Recommendations

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Tri-Service Project Reliance, Army Bio-Medical
Research Laboratory, Fort Detrick, MD

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, CA
Marine Cosps Air Station, Tustin, CA

Naval Air Seation, Cecil Field, FL

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, FL

Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion Training Center,
Naval Training Cemtes, Orlando, FL

Naval Training Center, Orlando, FL

Naval Air Station Agama, GU

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, HI

Naval Air Fadility Detroit, MI

Adington,
Naval Recruiting Command, Washington, DC
Naval Security Group Command Detachment
Potomac, Washington, DC
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Williams Air Force Base, AZ

Lowry Air Force Base, CO

Homestead Air Force Base, FL (301st Rescue
Squadron)

Homestead Air Force Base, FL (726th Air Control
Squadron)

MacDill Air Force Base, FL

Griffiss Air Force Base, NY (Airfield Support for
10th Infantry Division {LightD

Griffiss Air Force Base, NY (485th Engineering
Installation Group)

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Defense Contract Management District West,
El Segundo, CA

Part V: DoD Recommendations Refected
by the Commission

PROPOSED CLOSURES REJECTED
BY THE COMMISSION

Naval Technical Training Center Meridian, MS
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,

TmhcrA:rForceBase oK
Hill Air Force Base, UT

PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS REJECTED BY
THE COMMISSION AT THE REQUEST OF THE
SBCRETARY OF DEFENSE

Caven Point Reserve Center, NJ
Kirtland Air Force Base, NM

Dugway Proving Ground, UT

Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity
~ {(AMSA), WV

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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COMMISSION FINDINGS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The S y of Def in liance with
Public Law 101-510 as amemled. ofﬁmlly trans-
mined his recommendations for hase dlosures and
realignments (o the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission on February 28, 1995.
The Commission held 13 investigative  hearings,
conducted 206 facrfinding visits 10 167 military
instullations and activities, held 16 regional Iwar-
ings nationwide, liskened 1o hundreds of Members
of Congress, and neceived hundreds of thousands
of ktters from convemed citizens from across the
country. By Jun: 22, 1995, the Defense Base Clo-
sure ancl Commission had completed
s review and amlysis of the Secretary's recom-
mendations, and began its final, two days of deiib-
crations, all in public. This chapter contains
summary of the Commission’s findings and its
for o and realignments.

Information on each of the Commission's base clo-
sure and realignment decisions is presented below.
The paragraphs eniitied “Secretary of Defense
Recommendations® and “Secretary of Defense Jus-
tifications” were taken veshatim from the Depar-
ment of Defense Base Closure and Kealignmen!
Keport dated March 1995. The paragraphs entited
“Community Concems” provide a brief summary
of arguments presensed to e Commission by kcal
communitics; they are aot ali-inchusive, Where appli-
cable, substantial devistions from the application
of the forve-stnture plan and final criteria are
identified.

Department of the Army

Fort McCleflan, Alabama

Category: Training Schools -

Mission: Fort McChalian is bome o the US. Army
Chemsical School, U.S. Army Military Police
Scbool, and e Do
mu*qumtwa’eﬂm

Defense Training Facllity
One-time Cost: $231.0 miliion

Savings: 19962001: $:109.5 million (Cost)
Annual: $40.6 million

Return on Investment: 2005 (6 years)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Ciose Fort McClellan, except minimum essen-
tial land and Facilities for 2 Reserve Component
enchive and minisaum essential facilities, 28 neces-
sary, to provide suxiliary support to the chemical
demilitarization opertion @t Anniston Army Depot.
Relocate the U, S, Ammy Chemical and Miliairy
Police Schools to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri,
upon receipt of the required permits. Relocate the
Defense Polygraph Institute (DODPI) to Fort
Jackson, South Carolina. License Pelham Range
and current Guard fadilities © the Alshanas Anmy
National Guan),

Secretary of Defense Justification

This closure recommendtion is based upon the
assumption that requisite permits can be granted
to allow operation of the Chemical Defense Train-
ing Facility at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. The
Governor of the State of Missouri has indicated
that an expeditions review of the pesmit applica-
tion can he accomplished.

Collocation allows the Army to focus on the doc-
trinal and force development requirements of Engi-
neers, Military Police, and the Chemical Corps.
The synergistic advantages of tmining and devel-
opment prog) are: Knation, employment,
and removal of ohstacles; conduct of river cross-
ing operations; operations in rear areas or along
main supply routes; and counter-drug operations.
The missions of the three branches will be more
effectively integrated.

This recommendation differs from the Amy's
pror closure recommenciations submitted o the
1991 and 1993 Commissions. The Army will relo-
cate the Chemical Def: Training Facility
(CDTF) to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. By relo-




cating the CDTF, the Ammy can comtinue providing
liveagent training to all levels of commund. The
Amy is the only service that conducts live agent
training, and it will continue this training at Fort
Leonard Wood.

ﬂnAnnylnsmdﬂedﬂxeuseofsomeFm

The Fort McClellan community believes that DoD
ﬁﬂedlomplywﬂxthcl”30mmmons&ec
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Training Facility (CDTF). The CDTF will operate at
Fort McClellan until such time as the capability
10 operate 2 replacement at Fort Leonard Wood,
Missouri, is achieved. Relocate the U.S. Army Mili-
tary Police School and the US. Amychemml

Realign Fort by relocating the Cold Region
Test Activity (CRTA) and Northern Warfare Train-
ing Center (NWTC) to Fort Wainwright, Alaska,

(107 miles away) for these
them to Fort Greely, as nec-
wsa:y This allows the Army w reduce its pres-

ence at Fort Greely, reduce excess capacity and

perform essential missions at 2 much lower cost.
mmmanmmamuke
(forcrrA).mnq:hpi&(fump),Mlen_Army
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Community Concerns

Residents of the Deha Junction community have
expressed strong opposition to the DoD recom-
mkhnmbuedupmmcxeelysmwryvalue

nnueitsmualammngmdammuung

personnel and functions not required to support
the Cold Regions Test Activity and the Northem
Warfare Training Center at Fort Greely is opera-
tiopally sound and will generate significant savings.
ating efficiencies would occur if the headquarters
and support elements for the Cold Regions Test
AcuvityandNordnern Warfare Training Center

valuemdlgmﬁamuvmpdnthllmukfmm
ofttheuet‘astReoommn!a'-

ion further found the execution phase of
July 1997, the latest date permitted by Public law
101-510 1o begin 2 move, and should not be com-
pleted before July 2001, the latest date permitted
monmﬁeteamve 'meAxmyu

13



Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 4, and
5. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: realign Fort Greely by relocating the
Cold Regions Test Activity (CRTA) and the North-
em Warfare Training Center (NWTC) to Fort
Wainwright, Alaska, but begin the move no earlier
than July 1997. The move should not be com-
pleted earfier than July 2001. The Commission
finds this recommendation is consistent with the
force-structure plan and final criteria.

Fort Chaffee, Arksnsas
Category: Major Tratning Areas
Mission: Support active Army and Reserve

Component
One-time Cost: $9.6 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $38.2 million
Annual: $13.4 mition
Return on Investrnent. 1999 (1 year)
FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Fort Chaffee, except minimum essential

buildings, and ranges for Reserve Component
(RC) training as an enclave.

Secretary of Defense Justification

In the past ten years, the Army has significamtly
reduced its active and reserve forces. The Amny
must reduce excess infrastructure to meet future
requirements.

Fort Chaffee is the former home of the Joimt
Readiness Training Center (JRTC). In 1991, the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commis-
sion approved the JRTC’s relocation to Fort Polk,
LA. The transfer was compieted in 1992. Theposx
is managed by an Aciive Component/civilian staff,
although it possesses virtually no Active Compo-
nent tenants.

Fort Chaffee ranked last in military value when
compared 10 other major taining area instalia-
tions. The Army will retain some ranges for use by
the RC units stationed in the area. Annual training
for Reserve Component units which now use Fort
Chaffee can be conducted at other installations in
the region, including Fort Polk, Fort Riley and Fort
Sill. The Ammy intends 10 license required land
and facilities to the Army National Guard.

24

Community Concerns
1hemnnmuybd:evsthatmennlmryvalue

tions in 1995. The Arkansas Army and Air National
Guard are concemed about the future use of both
maneuver acreage and the Razorback Range aerial
bombing and strafing course, and wish to retain
the ranges and most of the maneuver areas. They
contend that stopping Reserve Component annual
training at Fort Chaffee, and traveling out of state,
will cause the quality of training and readiness
to suffer severely. Additionally, they believe the
increased costs and time required to travel greater
distances will result in no significant overall sav-
ings. The community funher argued DoD should
not close Fort Chaffee so that cusrent tenant activi-
ties could remain. Finally, concern was expressed
that employer support for the Reserve Compo-
nents may dwindle if additional time away from
workzsrequuedbyemployeuwgettomdﬁmn
more distant training locations.

Commission Findings
The Commission found the Amy evaluated all its
major training area installations equally. The Com-
mission also found the Ammy’s process of integrat-
ing 2 quantitative installation assessment with
a qualitative operational blueprint, based upon
opemwnal and stationing requirements of the
Army Stationing Strategy, is a sound approach to
develop 2 military value assessment (MVA) for
each installation in this category.

The Commission carefully considered the change
in Fort Chaffee’s military value assessment from
1993 to 1995, validating the ranking that resulted
from changes in the auributes and weights, and
found them equally applied to all installations in
this category. The Commission found the Amy’s
original recommendation, which omitted any ref-
erence to training land remaining in the enclave,
was a legitimate concern of the National Guard
and other Reserve Component units, as it
decreased their ability to meet training require-
ments. Therefore, the Commission found the
remaining enclave, after closure, must contain suf-
ficient maneuver and artillery training areas to
meet the needs of the Guard and Reserve.
Because of potential problems with increased
travel times to more distant installations, the Com-
mission found the National Guard and other RC

14
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East Fort Baker, California

mmwwm

One-time Cost: $11.9 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $-7.6 million (Cost)
Annual: $1.3 miltion

installations that meet mission requirements.
Return all real propeny to the Golden Gate

Training Area, where it better aligns with its training
mission. Closing East Fort Baker saves operations and
suppoa costs by coasolidating tenants 10 other
military installations without major construction.

Community Concerns

There were no formal expeessions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Comnission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation
mmmmwdwm

Fort Baker. Relocate all tenants 10 other instalia-
tions that meet mission requirements. Return all
real property w the Golden Gate National Recre-
ation Area.

15



Savings: 1996-2001: $12.5 million
Annual: $5.7 million

Return on Investment: 1999 (1 year)

FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Realign Fort Hunter Liggert by relocating the U.S.
Army Test and i jon Center (TEC) mis-
sions and functions 1o Fort Bliss, Texas. Eliminate
essential facilities and training area as an enciave
10 support the Reserve Components (RC).

Secretary of Defense Justification
FonHunwhggeuxslawmnnhwyvaluem

theTmdexpednmmtionCeme'ropdmdn
unique test capabilities afforded by Fort Bliss and
White Sands Missile Range.

Fort Hunter Liggett's maneuver space is key to
Reserve Component training requirements. Since it
sapnnnrymneuveramformdumzedums
in the western United States, retention of its
unique training lands is essential.

Community Concerns
Local and state officials are concemed with the
cumulative economic impact of previous base clo-
sure and realignment actions, coupled with recent
major fires and floods in this sparsely populated
area. Residents do not want the Test and Experi-
mentation Command's Experimentation Center o
move to Fort Bliss, Texas. They maintain that Fort
Hunter Liggett, with its varied terrain, a natural
bowl surrounded by hills, which permits non-eye-
safe laser testing, low antificial light, and no radio
y interference, is the premier Jocation for
openwnltemng,'ﬂwybelmdlztpoesﬂﬂeﬁe-
quency interference, arid desert conditions, and
proximity to the large city of El Paso, make Fort
Bliss undesirable as a test site. Some believe Fort
Hunter Liggeu should have been evaluated as a
proving ground or an opesational test facility, instead

26

of as 2 major training area. TheCahfomnAmy

areas of Fort Bliss. The Commission found
although Fort Hunter Ligget is suited to its cusrent
mission, the mission can be relocated to Fort Bliss
without disruption, and the Armmy will achieve
substantial savings as 3 result.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: realign
Fort Hunter Ligget by relocating the US. Army
Test and Experimentation Cenwer (TEC) missions
and functions to Fort Bliss, Texas. Eliminate the
Active Component mission. Retzin minimum
essential facilities and waining area as an enclave
to support the Reserve Components (RC).

Oakland Armry Base, California

Canegory: Ports
Mission: Manage movement of DoD cargo
throuphout the western US and Pacific;
port

i6
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by apestors 1o disrupt
traffic to give priosity to needs. They
noted the (MARAD),

27

Secretary of Defense Justification

nents no longer use Rio Vista Reserve Center, it is
excess to the Army’s requirements. Closing Rio
Vista will save base operations and maintenance
funds and provide reuse opportunities for approx-
imately 28 acres.

Community Concerns )
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

17



Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close Rio
Vistz Army Reserve Center.

Sierra Army Depot, California
Category: Ammunition Storage Installations

Equipment for the Army
One-time Cost: $10.0 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $40.8 million
Annual: $18.5 million
Return on Investment: 1998 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Realign Sierra Army Depot by eliminating the con-
ventional ammunition mission and reducing it to a
depot activity. Retain an enclave for the Opera-
tional Project Stock mission and the static storage
of ores.

Secretary of Defense Justification

This recommendation is supported by the Army’s
iong range operational assessment. The Army has
adopted a “tiered” ammunition depot concept to
reduce infrastructure, eliminate static non-required
ammunition stocks, decrease manpower require-
ments, increase efficiencies and permit the Army
to manage a smaller stockpile. The tiered depot
oonoeptmchmdnnmnberofacuvemgem

possible:

(1) Tier 1—Active Core Depots. These installations
will support 2 normal/full-up activity level with a
stockage configuration of primarily required
stocks and minimal non-required stocks requiring
demilitarization. Normal activity includes daily
receipts/issues of waining stocks, storage of war
reserve stocks required in contingency operations
and additional war reserve stocks to augment
lower level tier installation power projection capa-
bilities. Installations at this activity level will
recem:eqmsnelcv:lsofmagesuppon,wrml
lance, inventocy, maintenance and demilicarization.
(2) Tier 2—Cadre Depots. These installations nor-
mally will perform static storage of follow-on war

28

Community Concerns

The community argues the Army military value
assessment undervalues or overlooks Sierra’s demil-
itarization mission. They point out Sierra has over
40 percent of the Army’s open detonation capabil-
ity, without which Ammy demilitarization goals
cannot be met. The community notes conflicts
between the Army's goals expressed in the

commuuyansﬂleaﬁpbspmpmdtobeloa
would constitute an 8.8 percent increase in county

18
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tion capacity was included in
sessment. While the openuoml blueprint
considered long-term s

29

Secvetary of Defense Recommendation
Close Fitzsimons Army Medical Center (FAMC),

Program of the Uniformed Services
(CHAMPUS) activities to Denver leased space.
Relocate other tenants 0 other installations.

Secretary

FAMC is low in military value compared to other
medical centers. This recommendation avoids

il

The community argues the installation assessment
cmeru employed by the Army to measure

E
;
j
2

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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estimating costs for equipment movamuordis-
posal, military construction at installations,
and personnel. They also point out the Army
analysis does not account for loss of $2 million in
remtal income from the comtractor.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the Army can sustain the
tank engine and helk turbine engine base
through Anniston Amay Depot, Alabama, and Cor-
pusChnsuAnnyDcpot.Tms With the decreas-
ing necd for new engines and technological
ca available in the private in-
dustrial sector, retertion of Stratford Ammy Engine
Plant was not necessary. The Commission found
the Army estimates on the costs of this recommen-
dation were understated. Recognition of the costs
associated with movement of Defense Comtract
Manag mt Py | and mo Ofequl
ment necessary to future production of spares for
engine rebuild changed the return on investment
to one year instead of immediate.

Commission. Recommendation

The Commission finds the of ‘Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Stratford Army Engine Plant.

31

Secretary of Defense Justification
Big Coppett Key, an island near Key West, con
snstsofappmmtelyﬁvemandamhqmm

feer of facilities. Big Coppett Key formerly pro-
vided communications support to United States

Amy. ancelheAnnynobngerusesBlgOoppm
Key, it is excess and to Anmy requirements. Clos-

mangCoppettKeyvnllsavebaseopennomand
maintenance funds and provide reuse opportunities.

Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the com-
munity.

Commission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Delense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close Big
Coppett Key.

Price Sapport Center, Hlinois
Category: Command, Control and
Administration
Mission: Administrative and logistics support
One-time Cost: None
Savings: 199601: None
Annual: None

Return on Investment: None

- FINAL ACTION: Remain Open

MOmeRmmmwm
Close Charles Melvin Price Support Center, except
a small reserve enclave and a storage area.

Secvetary of Defense Justification

support and military housing to the Army and
other Federal activities in the St. Louis, MO, area.
It is low in military value compared to similar
instaliations. Its tenants, including a recruiting
company and a criminal investigative unit, can
easily relocate.

This recommendation is related to the Ammy’s rec-
ommendation to relocate Aviation-Troop Com-
mand (ATCOM) from St. Louis, MO, to other

CoMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



locations. A reduction in the Arnmy's presence in
the area warrants a comesponding reduction in
Charles Melvin Price Support Center.

Communtity Concerns

The community believes the military value was
understated because it did not adequately con-
sider logistical value of the Price Support Center.
The Amy Cenker provides most of its support to
ather DoD organizations, and only Jimited support
to the Aviation-Troop Command. The community
acgued the Amy's savings were overstated
because housing allowance costs were not consid-
ered, and closure costs were understated because
the Army did not include costs to relocate the
various DoD tenants. Finally, the community
believes adequate housing is not available in the
local market.

Commission Findings
TheCommlssnonfwndmeAmydsdnotmmde

housing all for all p
the St. Louis area, The Comemission
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Army Defense Ammunition Center and Scbool
One-time Cost: $66.6 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $-41.6 million (Cost)
Annual: $12.1 miliion
Return on investment: 2006 (5 years}
FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Savanna Amy Depot Activity (ADA). Relo-
Center and School (USADACS) to McAlester Army

Secretary of Defense Justification

This recommendation is supported by the Army’s

long range operational assessment. The Army has

adopted 2 “tiered” ammunition depot concept to
uﬁwucmed&mxemucmn—mquned

to manage a smaller stockpile. The tiered depot
concept reduces the number of active Storage sites
and makes efficiencies possible:

(1) Tier 1—Active Core Depats. These installations
will support 2 normal/full-up activity level with a
stockage configuration of primarily required
stocks and minimal non-required stocks requiring
demilitarization. Normal activity includes daily

power projection capa-
bilities. Installstions at this activity level will
mouvemmekvdsofmgemppon,meﬂ
lance, inventory, maintenance and demilitarization.
(2) Tier 2—Cadre Depots. These installations nor-
mally will perform static stocage of follow-on war
reserve requirements. Daily activity will be mini-
mal for receipts/issues. Workload will focus on
nmnxmm suweilhmc mvenwtymddanﬂm

G)Tms—&mkcrbepas.lnmﬂanmsdsig-
nated as Tier 3 will have minima] staffs and store
stocks no longer required until demilitarized or
reiocated. The Army plans to eliminate its stocks
at these sites no later than year 2001. Savanna
Army Depox Activity is 2 Tier 3 depot.

USADACS performs the following basic functions:
munitiops training, logistics engineering, explosive
safety, demilitarization research and development,
technical assistance, and carcer management.

CHAPTER 1



Relocation of USADACS to McAlester Army Am-
munition Plant (AAP) allows it to collocate with
an active ammunition storage and production
operation. McAlester AAP, 2 Tier 1 depot, is the
best for providing the needed capabilities.

Community Concerns

The community claims an Army study concluded
all indoor Army ammunition storage would be full
in Fiscal Year 95, arguing no such facilities can be
closed. lnaddlmmeyarguecomofmvmg
ammunition and personnel, as well as building
a new facility to house the United States Army
Defense Ammunition Center and School
(USADACS) are understated. The Savannz commu-
nity also alleges facilities identified to house
USADACS at McAlester Army Ammunition Plan,
Oklahoma, are inadequate. The community con-
tends the explosive waste incinerator and deple-
ted uranium demilitarization facilities on site at

memt resulting from a closure would reach 106
percent in Carroll and Jo Daviess counties, and
increased unemployment would have extra impact
on their rural area. They project $14 million in
extra costs due to DoD's obligation to buy unsold
homes, given the poor local real estate market.
The community also notes reuse of Savanna
would be inhibited by buried ammunition from its
years as an antillery range.

Commission Findings

The Commission found facilities at McAlester
Amy Ammunition Plant will be adequate to house
USADACS when construction is complete, and the
community's estimate of $50 million in facilities
costs was not documented. The economic impact
in Carroll and Jo Daviess Counties was judged to
be significant.

The Commission found the ammunition tering
plan used as an input to the Army’s operational
blueprint was not intended for BRAC purposes,
and contained both intemal inconsistencies and
flaws arising from its use in the BRAC context.
Because of the inclusion of the tiering plan, bases
in different tiers could not be faily evaluated
against each other. DoD's estimated cost of moving
residual ammunition was at the low end of the cost
range established by Industrizl Operations Command
AIsoﬂwComxss:onagreedwuhmeDepnmnt
that it was more economical to store depleted
uranium munitions than to demilitarize them.
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The Commission found no significant excess
capacity existed in the Army ammunition storage
sysem. The Commission, however, also found
retention of the demilitarization capability at Siema
Army Depot left enough demilitarization capacity
10 create excess storage capacity equal to two
installations over the next six years if demilitari-
zation of existing ammunition stored outdoors is
deferred. Given that ability, the Commission ulti-
mately decided Savanna could be closed.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
stmcmze plzn and final criteria. Therefore, the

rec ds the following: close
Savanm Ammy Depot Activity (ADA). Relocate the
United Siates Army Defense Ammunition Center
and School (USADACS) to McAlester Army Ammu-
nition Plant, Oklahoma.

Concepts Analysis Agency, Maryland

Category: Leases

Mission: Independent studies

One-time Cost: $2.7 million

Savings: 1996-01: $0.1 million
Annual: $0.9 miltion

Retsurn on Investment: 2002 (4 years)

FINAL ACTTON: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close by relocating Concepts Analysis Agency
Fort Belvoir, VA.

Secretary of Defense Justification

In 1993, the Commission suggested that DoD di-
rect the Services to include a separate category for
leased facilities to ensure 2 bottom-up review of
leased space. The Army has conducted 2 review
of activities in Jeased space to identify opportun-
ities for relocation onto military installations.
Because of the cost of leasing, the Ammy’s goal is
to minimize leased space when feasible, and
maximize the use of government-owned space.
Since Ammy studies indicate that space is available
at Fort Belvoir, the Concepts Analysis Agency can
easily refocate with limited renovation. The annual
cost of the current lease is $1.5 million.

Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

113



Commission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close by
relocating Concepts Analysis Agency to Fort
Belvoir, Virginia,

Fort Holabird, Maryland
Category: Miscellaneous
Mission: Provide support to tenant activities
One-time Cost: *
Savings: 1996-2001: *
Annual: *
Return on Investment: *
FINAL ACTION: Close

* Costs and savings for this recommendation
are included in the Defense Investigative
Service recommendation.

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
lation to the list of bases 10 be considered by the
Commission for closure or realignment as 2 pro-
posed change to the list of recommendations
submitted by the Secretary of Defense,

Community Concerns

The Community supports closure of Fort Holabird
after the relocation of the last remaining tenani—
the Investigation Control & Automation Director-
ate of the Defense Investigative Service.

Commission Findings

The Commission found Fort Holabird to be excess
to the needs of the Army.

dation is consistent with the force-structure plan

34

WIMI $16.4 mition
Annual $3.5 miltion

Return on Investment: 1997 (1 year)

FINAL ACTION: Reclign

Secvetary of Defense Recommendation

Realign Fort Meade by reducing Kimbrough Army
Community Hospital to a dinic. Eliminate inpa-

Commission Findings
The(‘mmismnfo\mdruh@mof
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While the Commission found this recommenda-
uonwdlnvedlegovemmenlmoney the Com-
mission acknowledges the inconvenience some
current Kimbrough users, pasticularly families
enroiled in the Exceptional Family Member Pro-
gram and some members of the retired commu-
nity, will experience.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and fimal criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: realign
Fort Meade by reducing Kimbrough Army Com-
munity Hospital to a clinic. Eliminate inpatient
services.

Fort Ritchie, Maryland

r Command and Control

Return on Investment: 2001 (2 years)
FINAL ACTION: Ciose

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close Fort Ritchie, Relocate the 1111th Signal Bat-
walion and 1108th Signa! Brigade to Fort Detrick,
MD. Relocate Information Systems Engineering
Command elements to Fort Huachuca, AZ.

Secretary of Defense Justification

This recommendation assumes that base support
for Defense Intelligence Agency and other
National Military Command Center support ele-
ments will be provided by nearby Fort Detrick.
Closing Fort Ritchie and transferring support ele-
ments of the National Military Command Center to
Fort Detrick will: (2) maintain operational mission
support to geographically unique Sites R and C
(National Military Command Center) for the Joint
Chiefs of Staff; (b) capiulize on existing facilities
at Site R and C to minimize construction; () main-
1ain an active use and continuous surveillance of
Site R and Site C facilities to maintain readiness;
(d) collocate signal units that were previously
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sepanated at two different garrisons; (e) consolidate
major of Information Systems Engineering

Command-CONUS with main headquarters of
Information Systems Engineefing Command to
improve synergy of information system opera-
tions; and (D) provide a direct suppont East Coast
Information Engineering Command field
element to respond to regional requirements.
These relocations, collocations and consotidations
allow the elimination of Fort Ritchie's garrison and
avoids significant costs associated with the contin-
ued operation and maintenance of support facili-
ties at a small instaliation.

Community Concerns

The community argues Fort Ritchie provides vital
joint service support of high military value within
the National Capital Region. As such, the installa-
tion met the Army's operationzl blueprint for a
critical facility and should have been excluded
from closure consideration. In the community's
view, Fort Ritchie provides critical support to the
Alternate Joint Command and Contro Site R. Relo-
cation of that support to Fort Detrick, Maryland,
would unacceptably degrade response
time to Site R. The community maintains the DoD
recommendation to close Fort Ritchie misses an
opportunity to achieve synergy by not consolidat-
ing disparare Defense Information Systems Agency
—Westem Hemisphere (DISA-WESTHEM) ele-
ments at Fort Ritchie. They also note the primary
customer base for numerous tenants is located in
the National Capital Region (NCR). Relocation of
those tenants 1o Fort Huachuca, Arizona, would
result in increased operating costs not ¢

the DoD cost estimstes. The commumty fulther
contends existing water shortages at Fornt
Huachuca will be exacerbated by relocating ele-
ments from Fort Ritchie.

The community argues that initial Army cost est-
mates were fatally flawed. Personnel strength fig-
ures and family housmg operations were
erroneous, and cost failed to consid
the requirement for continued on-site garrison
activities at Site R. From the community’s perspec-
tive, the flawed estimates invalidawe the founda-
tion of the closure recommendation. The
community also notes the impact of closing Fort
Ritchie will be a severe economic biow to the
surrounding Northemn Maryland/Southern Pennsyl-
vania area where the unemployment rate is con-
sistently greater than state and national averages.

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Commission Findings

The Commission found support to the Altemate
National Miliary Command Center (Site R) is 2
vital requirement, and that response time from
Fort Detrick, Maryland, is 45 minutes or more
longer than from Fort Ritchie. The Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Swuff, however, accepts the

response time, and !hus the Commission found
this recommendation does not adversely impact
operation of Site R.

Systems —Western Hemisphere (DISA-
WESTHEM) performs valuzble oversight of
Defense Department automated management
database links. The Commission found DISA-

Commission Recommendation

IheCommsmnﬁndsd'ueSemryofDefense

deviated substantially from final criteria 1 and 4.

Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol-

lowing: close Fort Ritchie except for a National

Guard enclave, Relocate the 1111th Signal Baual-

mnarxil‘lmswﬂihipdemlfml)entk
Systems

soommxw-d:dxeforoe—mphmdﬁml
criteria.

Publications Distribution Center,

Baltimore, Maryiand
Category: Minor Instaliation
Missson: Publicarions

One-time Cost: $7.0 miltion

Savings: 1996-2001: $27.3 miltion
Amnual: $7.7 million

Return on Investment: 1998 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTTON: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close by relocating the US. Army Publications
Distribution Center, Bakimore to the US. Army
Publications Center 8t. Louis, Missouri.

Secretary of Defense Justification
ma:dauonofﬂnus Army Publications Distri-
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and rewail distribution functions of publication
disribution into one location. The consolidation
eliminates a manual operation at Baltimore in
favor of an automated facility at St. Louis and
creates efficiencies in the overall distribution pro-
cess. This move consolidates two leases into one
less costly lease.

Community Concerns

The community expressed concern that greater
savings would be achieved by consolidating all of
the DoD Publications Centers into the Baitimone
and St. Louis Centers. They argue because both
are DoD's most sophisticated publications centers,
the lesser, more manual facilities throughout DoD
should be consolidated into the two best. The
community expressed concern the Balimore Cen-
ter was classified as 2 manual operation when in
fact it is a2 highly automated facility. Despite the
fact that forddift operators are still required to store
and retrieve stock, the rest of the facility is highly
automated. The community expressed concem if
the Bakimore Center closed, the St. Louis Center
woukd be required to lease additionzl warchouse
space in . Louis because they do not possess the
space required to absorb Baltimore’s siock.

Commission Findings
meConmss:onfoundakhoughﬂleDepa:mnt
of Def is ¢ g the consolidation
ofallDonubImuondmbuum centers, no
such consolidation is expected 10 invoive the Pub-
lications Distribution Center, Baltimore. The Com-
mission found Publications Dismibution Center,
Baltimore is an automared facility despite the Sec-
retary of the Army’s assertion that i is 2 manual
facility. Additionally, the Commission found the
Amywﬂlbeuangwamhousespmonan&my
owned instaliation during the transition period
mvolvmgth:comolnhnonofﬂntwommpub-
lications distributions centers.

Commsission Recommendation
The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-

Commisss
rejocating the U.S. Amy Publications Distribution
Centey, Baltimore to the U.S. Army Publications
Center St. Louis, Missouri,
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Tri-Service Project Reliance
(Fort Detrick, Maryland)
» Commodity
Mission: Provide facilities and
services to tenant aciivities
One-time Cost: 50.3 million
Savings: 1996:2001: $4.5 million
Annual: $0.03 million
Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commis-
sion regarding Tri-Service Project Reliance. Upon
disestablishment of the U.S. Army Biomedical
Research Development Laboratory (USABRDL) at
Fort Detrick, MD, do not collocate environmeal
and occupational toxicology research with the
Armstrong Laboratory at Wright-Patterson Air
Force Base, OH. Instead relocate the health advi-
sories environmental fate research and military cri-
teria research functions of the Environmental
Quality Research Branch to the US. Ammy Envi-
sonmental Hygiene Agency (AEHA), Aberdeen
Proving Ground, MD, and maintain the remaining
functions of conducting non-mammalian toxicity
assessment models 2nd on-site biomonitoring
research of the Research Methods Branch at Fort
Detrick as part of Headquarters, US. Army Med-
ical Research and Materiel Command.

Secretary of Defense Justification

There are no operational advantages that accrue
by relocating this activity to Wright-Parterson AFB.
Substantial resources were expended over the last
15 years to develop this unique laboratory cur-
rendy used by researchers from across the DoD,
other federal agencies, and the academic commu-
nity. No facilities are available at Wright-Panterson
to accommodate this unique aquatic research
activity, which supports environmental quality
R&D initiatives developing cost effective alterna-
tives to the use of mammalian species in toxicity
testing. The Commission found necessary signifi-
cant new construction would be required at
Wright-Patterson to duplicate facilities at Fort
Detrick to continue this critical research..No con-
sruction is required at Aberdeen Proving Ground,
however. Furthermore, the quality of water
required for the culture of aquatic animals used in
this research is not adequate at Wright-Paterson.
The Commission found 1o maintain the water
quality it would necessitate additional construction
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and result in either several years of costly overlap-
ping research in Maryland and Ohio, or the loss of
over 10 years experience with the unique lab
colonies used at Fort Detrick. The Navy and the
Air Force agree that true research synergy is pos-
sible without executing the planned relocation.

Community Concerns

There wese no formal expressions from the
commuanity.

Commission Findings

The Commission found this recommendation
would permit DoD (o avoid the cost and disrup-
tion of relocating a unique facility without com-
promising the cross-servicing goals of the
Tri-Service Project Reliance Study. Therefore, the
Commission found this recommendation does not
deviate from the 1991 Commission’s intention 1o
consolidate biomedical research functions.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-struc-
ture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Com-
mission recommends the following: change the
recommendation of the 1991 Commission regard-
ing Tri-Service Project Reliance. Upon dis-
establishment of the U.S. Army Biomedical
Research Development Laboratory (USABRDL) at
Fort Detrick, Maryland, do not collocate environ-
mental and occupational toxicology research with
the Armstrong Laboratory at Wright-Panierson Air
Force Base. Ohio. Instead relocate the health advi-
sories environmental fate research and military cni-
teria research functions of the Environmental
Quality Research Branch to the US. Amy Envi-
ronmental Hygiene Agency (AEHA), Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Maryland, and maintain the re-
maining functions of conducting non-mammalian
toxicity assessment models and on-site
biomonitoring research of the Research Methods
Branch ar Fant Dewick as pant of Headquarters,
U.S. Amy Medical Research and Materiel Command.

Hingham Cohasset, Massachnsetts

Category: Minor Installation

Mission: Currently bas no mission

One-time Cost: None

Savings: 1996-2001: 30.8 million
Annual: $0.2 million

Returr on investment: 1996 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Close

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Hingham Cohasset.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Hingham Cohasset, formerdy a U.S. Army Reserve

Center, is essentially vacant and is excess to the
's requirements. The site consists of approxi-

mately 125 acres and 150,000 square feet of facili-

ties. Closing Hingham Cohasset will save base

operations and maintenance funds and provide

Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secrewry of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Hingham Cohasset.

Sudbury Training Aancx, Massachusctts
Category: Minor Instaliation
Mission: Provide storage factiities
Jor various DoD activities
One-time Cost: $0.8 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $-0.1 million (Cost)
Annual: $0.1 million
Return on Investment: 2003 (5 years)
FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Sudbury Training Annex.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Sudbury Training Aanex, cutside Boston, consists
of approximately 2,000 acres and 200,000 square
feet of facilities. The primary mission of Sudbury
Training Annex is to provide storage facilities for
various Department of Defense activities. Sudbury
Training Annex is excess 10 the Amy’s require-
ments. Closing the annex will save base opera-
tions and maintenance funds and provide reuse
opportunities for approximately 2,000 acres.
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Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Sudbury Training Annex.

Detroit Arsenal, Michigan

Category: Commodity

Mission: Tank Production

One-time Cost: $1.4 million

Savings: 1996-2001: 37.9 million
Annual: $3.1 million

Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTYON: Realign

Secvetary of Defense Recommendation

Realign Detroit Arsenal by closing and disposing
of the Detroit Army Tank Plant.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Detroit Tank Plant, located on Detroit Arsenal, is
one of two Army Government-owned, contractor-
Facilities. A second facil-

as the Lima facility and is not config-
ured for the [atest tank production. Moreover,
miqinggheplam_asa“nbuild“fa_ciﬁtyismt

community expresses concern over the loss
of appmmmely 150 civilian contractor employ-
ees. While the impact is less than one percent of
the Detroit Metropotitan Statistical Area, the com-
munity argues the loss of these jobs should be
mdudedmtbeAmy'szmlysisoftheDeuou
Arsenzl recommendation. Additionally, the com-
munity challenges transfer of gun mount produc-
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tion to Rock Island Arsenal, Ilinois, arguing
Detroit Arsenal coukd produce gun mounts of bet-
ter quality at lower cost. They further state move-
ment of gun mount production from a
Government-owned, contractor-operated facility
(Detroit Arsemal Tank Plant) to 2 Government-
owned, Govemment-operated facility (Rock Island
Arsenal) is in conflict with guidance in Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-76. The com-
munity believes there are inaccuracies in the
Ammny’s cost analysis of the tion. They
fault the Ammy for not recognizing the need to
relocate 40 Defense Contract Management Office
personnel located at the plant and for not includ-
ing costs for equipment movement and military
construction at gaining installations in its eco-
nomic analysis.

Commission Findings

The Commission found omission of contract job
losses had no significant bearing on the overall
recommendation or the local community. The to-
tal impact is less than one percent 3Pthe Detroit
M itan Statistical Area. Input from the Army
indicated that Rock Island Arsenai and Lima Army
Tank Plant can accept transfer of production
requirements without additional equipment or
construction. The Commission found consolidat-
mggunmwntproducnonmxocklslandwwld
result in unit cost reduction to approximately
$38,000 from the current $53,000. There was no
indication quality at either location varies; there-
fore, it is not a significant issue. In addition, there
was no indication the Secretary of Defense’s rec-
ommendation conflicted with Office of

ment and Budge: Circular A-76. Finally, the
Commission found Defense Contracting Manage-
ment Office personnel would move to other space
on Detroit Arsenal.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
d:dnotdcvmesubsunmllyfrommeforce-stmc

Arsemlbyclosmganddsposmgof:heDetmn
Amy Tank Plant.

Selfridge Army Garrison, Michigan

» Command, Control and Administration
Mission: Installation and logistical support
One-time Cost: None
Savings: 199601: None
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Annual: None
Return on nvestment: None
FINAL ACTION: Remain Open

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close U.S. Army Garrison, Selfridge.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Closing Selfridge eliminates an instaliation that
exists primarily to provide housing for activities
(predominantly Detroit Arsenal) Jocated in the im-
mediate area zlthough such support can be pro-
vided through 2 less costly alternative. Sufficient
commercial housing is available on the local
economy for military personnel using Variable
Housing Aliowance/Basic Allowance for Quarters.
Closure avoids the cost of continued operation
and maintenance of unnecessary support facilities.
This recommendation will not degrade local mili-
tary activities.

Community Concerns

The community believes the base has high mili-
tary value since it is a model of joint operations.
The community argued the savings are signifi-
cantly overstated because the Army, (1) did not
include housing allowance costs for ail personnel
residing in the family housing, and, (2) overstated
the cost of family housing operations. Further-
more, the community contends suitable housing is
not available in the local market. Because no
other DoD activities are relocating, the community
contends the base operations savings are over-
stated and these activities will have to increase
their funding.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the savings from closing
family housing were overstated. The Commission
analysis shows the Army will save $500,000 annu-
ally by paying housing allowances rather than
operating and maintaining the family housing at
Selfridge, because the Ammy did not include the
cost of housing allowances for all personnel
remaining in the area. The Commission found the
housing allowances are adequate for the area
rents, but a two percent vacancy rate may make it
difficult to find housing. The Commission found
the 765 active units meet cumrent DoD standards
and there is $150,000 in deferred maintenance.
Finally, the Commission found another service
would have to increase its base operations fund-
ing, which woukl reduce the estimated savings.

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantizlly from final criteria 1 and 4.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol-
lowing: US. Army Garrison, Selfridge will remain
open. The Commission finds this recommendation
is consistent with the force-structure plan and final
criteria.

Aviation.Troop Command, Missouri
Category: Leases
Mission: Logistics support
One-time Cost: $152.1 million
Savings: 199601 $31.3 million
Annual: $56.0 million
Return on Investment: 2001 (3 years)
FINAL ACYION: Disestablish

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Disesuablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM),
and close by relocating its missions/functions
as follows:

 Relocate Aviation Research, Development &
Engmeemg(:ema&vmmmmgcmmt.
and A ive Offices to
RedstmeArseml.Humsvxlle,AL,toform
the Aviation & Missile Command.

* Relocate functions related to soldier systems
to Natick Research, Development, Engineer-
ing Center, MA, to align with the Soldier
Systems Command.

o Relocate functions refated to materiel man-
agement of communications-electronics to
Fort Monmouth, NJ, to align with Commun-
ications-Electronics Command.

» Relocate automotive materiel management
functions to Detroit Arsenal, M, to align with
Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command.

Secretary of Defense Justification

In 1993, the Cormission suggested that DoD direct
the Services to include a separate category for
leased facilities to ensure a bomom-up review of
leased space. The Ammy has conducted 2 review
of activities in leased space to identify opportun-
ities for relocation onto military installations.
Because of the cos of leasing, the Army’s goal is
to minimize leased space, when feasible, and
maximnize the use of govemment-owned facilities.
In 1991, the Commission approved the merger of
Aviation Systems Command and Troop Systems
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Command (ATCOM). It also recommended that
the Army evaluate the relocation of these activities
from lased space to gavemmem—owned facilities

subsequent )

the possibility of relocating ATCOM to a military
installation and concluded it would be too costly.
It is evident that restructuring ATCOM now provides
a financially attractive opportuaity to relocate.
Significant functional efficiencies are also possible
by separating aviation and troop suppom com-
modities and relocating these functions to miliary
installations. The aviation support functions realign
1o Redstone Arsenal to form a new Aviation &
Missiles Command. The troop support functions
realign to Natick, MA to align with the new Sol-
dier Systems Command.

zlradypzuentmmuete@ons Vacating the St
Louis lease will collocate/consolidate similar life
cycle functions at military installations for im-

Community Concerns

The community contends the Army did not con-
duct a military value assessment of leased Facili-
ties, which is 2 substantial deviation from DoD
policy. The community believes the civilian per-
sotmldmmuonsmomwdbcame,(l)
pport positions were elimi-
mwd,(z)pomnonsreqwedforamsuppmm
St. Louis were eliminated, (3) the number of base
operation support positions at the gaining installa-
tions s understated, and (4) the Army counted
force structure reductions as savings. The commu-
nity also believes the Army failed to comply with
its Stationing Strategy which states consolidations
should increase efficiency and reduce overhead.
According to the community, transfer of ATCOM's
functions to the proposed receiving bases would
increase the Army’s overhead costs. The commu-
savings if they moved activities from leased
space in Huntsville, Alabama to Redstone Arsenal.
The community also argued the cost to establish
Soldier System Command should have been
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included. Finally, the General Services Administra-
tion contends the recommendation would signifi-
cantly increase the cost to the government,
because they would have to close the St. Louis
facility and relocate the remzining tenanis.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the Army did a military
value assessment of the Aviation-Troop Com-
mand, and, although the process was different
than the one used for the other installation cat-
egories, all leased facilities were analyzed equally.
The Commission found the personnel savings

community, although the Commission did reduce
the number of civilian position eliminations for
planned force-structure changes. The personnel
savings represent a 21 percent reduction in per-
sonnel, which can be achieved by merging Avia-
tion-Troop Command and Missile Command. The
Commission found the community incorrectly
counted force-structure reductions in the Program
Executive Office-Aviation and Systems Integrated
Management Activity as base closure savings.

The Commission found disestablishing Aviation-
Troop Command, and realigning its functions, to
military organizations with similar lifecycle func-
tions is consistent with the Army’s Stationing Strat-
egy. The Commission found the recommendation
will reduce base operating costs by $7.4 million.

The Commission also found the savings from
realigning ATCOM are much greater than moving
activities from leased space in Huntsville, Ala-
bama, onto Redstone Arsenal. The Amy is mov-
ing some activities in leased space in Huntsville
onto existing space at Redstone Arsenal, as well as
consolidating into fewer leased facilities. These
actions will save $2.1 million annually.

Finally, the Commission found the Amy did not
consider the total cost to the govemment from
relocating ATCOM. According to General Services
Administration (GSA) officials, they can not back-
fill the 700,000 square feet of space, so the
remaining tenams will be relocated. GSA esti-
mated it will cost $11.1 million to relocate the
tenants, and they will incur rent increase of $3.8
million annually. Even when these costs are in-
cluded, and total cost 10 the government is consid-
of the Secretary of Defense still provided signifi-
cant savings.
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Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commnssnon recommends the following:

Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM),
and close by relocating its mission/functions as
follows: relocate Aviation Research, Development
& Engineering Center; Aviation Management, and
Aviation Program Executive Offices to Redstone
Arsenal, Huntsville, Alabama, to form the Aviation
& Missile Command. Relocate functions related to
soldier systems to Natick Research, Development,
Engineering Center, Massachusents, to align with
the Soldier Systems Command. Relocate functions
related 10 materiel management of communica-
tions-electronics to Fort Monmouth, New Jersey,
0 align with Communications-Electronics Com-
mand. Relocate automotive materiel management
functions to Detroit Arsenal, Michigan, to align
with Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command.

Fort Missoula, Montana
Category: Minor Installation
Mission: Provides administration,

maintenance, and logistics support

0 Reserve
One-time Cost: $0.4 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $0.6 million

Annual: $0.2 miltion
Retsern on Investment: 1998 (2 years)
FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Fort Missoula, except an enclave for mini-
mum essential land and facilities to support the
Reserve Component units.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Fort Missoula consists of approximately 35 acres
and 180,000 square feet of facilities. It provides
administration, supply, training, maintenance,
logistics support to Reserve Component forces.
The post also provides facilities for the United
States Forest Service. Fort Missoula has land and
facilities excess to the Army's requirements. Clos-
maintenance funds and provide reuse opportuni-
ties for approximately 25 acres. The Army intends
to continue to license buildings and land currendy
occupied by the Army National Guard.

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



Community Concerns
The Rocky Mountain Heritage Group has
expressed interest in property.

infrastructure; however, there is 2 need to main-
tain minimum essential land and facilities to sup-
port the Reserve Components,

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-

Missoula, except an enclave for minimum essen-
tial land and facilities to support the Reserve Com-
ponent units.

Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal,
New Jersey

Category: Ports

Mission: Manage movement of DoD cargo
throughosst the eassern US and Atlantic;
manage pors operations on the East Coast and
at Atlantic locations in support of European,
African, Mediterraneasn, and South American
Theaters of Operations

One-time Cost: $79.7 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $23.9 million (Cost)
Annuak $17.1 weillion

Return on Investment: 2003 (5 years)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. Relocate

the Milimy Transportation Management Com-

mand (MTMC) Eastern Area Command Headquar-
ters and lhe traffic management portion of the

wt;nthefaslandGulanmmwpponpawer
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projection requirements with a minimal loss to
operational capability. Bayonne provides the
Army with few military capabilities that cannot be
accomplished 2t commercial ports.

Community Concerns
The community states Army ownership of
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal (MOT) provides
a vital capability unavailable through use of com-
mercial port facilities. Bayonne offers a secure envi-
ronment and the ﬂenbxhty to stage and
reconfigure equipment. The communities argue
staging and temporary storage is extremely limited
at area commercial ports. Some commercial auto-
mobile cargo is staging on Bayonne MOT prop-
cnydaetohd:ofmlﬂdmspace The
community also pointed out commercial facilities
genenlly lack the reinforced pavement necessary
to handle cermain heavy military vehicles. Addi-
tionally, commercial posts are not configured to

The community argues New York area commer-
ualpmszreopenungmrorabovecapadty

While commercial port operators are willing to
work with military planners to augment military

nomﬂmlz-lidayswasameappmptmem
ﬁamtodenrmandbmmngfmlmesfor
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in port operators becoming increasingly unwilling
o guarantee priority to military cargo within the
48-hour period required by Port Planning Orders
(PPO). In some cases they desire 12-14 days to
clear staging and berthing facilities for military
deployments. The Commission acknowledged the
Maritime Administration (MARAD), Port Authori-
ties, and DoD were undenaking initiatives to
address the commercial port concemns. Further,
the Commission noted legal means exist through
the Maritime Adminisiration for compelling com-
mercial operators 1o give priority to military
deployments during contingency situations.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1 and 3.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the foi-
lowing: close Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal.
Relocate the Military Traffic Management Com-
mand (MTMC) Eastern Area Command Headquar-
ters and the traffic management portion of the
1301st Major Port Command to a location to he
determined. Move the Navy Military Sealift Com-
mand, Atlantic, and Navy Resale and Fashion Dis-
tribution Center 1o a location to be determined.
The Commission finds this recommendation is con-
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and provide reuse opportunities for approximately
56 acres.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommen-
dation to close Camp Kilmer, New Jersey reduces
unnecessary infrastructure; however, there is a
need to maintain minimum necessary facilities to
support current and future requirements of the
Reserve Components.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense did
not deviate substantially from the force-structure
plan and final criteria, Therefore, the Commission
recommends the following: close Camp Kilmer,
except an enclave for minimum necessary facili-
ties 10 support the Reserve Components.

sistent with the force-structure plan and final criteria. and logistical support 10 Reserve Comporeents
One-time Cost: $0.1 million
Camp Kilmer, New Jerscy Savings: 1996-2001: $1.8 million
Category: Minor Installation Annual: $0.4 million ’
Misston: Provides administration, # e, eturn on | 1996 (I diate)
and logistical support to Reserve Components FINAL ACTION: Ciose
One-time Cost: $0.1 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $1.0 miltion Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Annual: $0.2 mélkion
Return on Investment: 1997 (1 year)
FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close Camp Kilmer, except an enclave for mini-
mum necessary facilities to suppont the Reserve
Components.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Camp Kilmer consists of approximately 75 acres
and 331,000 square feet of facilities. The camp
provides administration, supply, training, mainte-
nance, and logistics support 1o Reserve Compo-
nent forces. The vast majority of the site is excess
to the Ammy’s requirements. Closing Camp Kilmer
will save base operations and maintenance funds

Close Camp Pedricktown, except the Sievers-
Sandberg Reserve Center.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Camp Pedricktown consists of approximately 82
acres and 260,000 square feet of facilities. Its pri-
mary mission is to provide administration, supply,
training, maintenance, and logistics suppon to Re-
serve Component forces. The vast majority of
Camp Pedricktown's land and facilities are excess
to Army requirements. Closing it will save base
operations and maintenance funds and provide
reuse opportunities for approximately 60 acres.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.
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Commisston Findings

The Commission found the Secretary’s recommen-
dation 10 close Camp Pedrickiown, New Jersey
reduces unnecessary infrastructure; however,
there is 2 need to maintain the Sievers-Sandberg
Reserve Center.

Commission Recosmmendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate subsantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Thercfore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Camp Pedricktown, except the Sievers-Sandberg
Reserve Center.
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Commission Findings
Assutedbyﬂ:eSeumryofDefmskuerdaed

June 14th, 1995 and upon independent evaluation,
mmmmkmmu:dowmofavenl’omt

cation of this facility to Fort Hamilton, New York,
the Commission found new construction ($10.5
million) is required to execute the move. The mi-
nor savings ($29 thousand annually) did not jus-
requires a larger area than is available for con-
struction at Fort Hamilton.

Commission Recommendation

The GommmonﬁndsdseSeumrydDefeme

subsumhllyﬁomﬁmlammnz There-
fore, the Commission recommends the following:
Caven Point US. Army Reserve Center will remain
is consistent with the force-structure plan and final

Rort Dix, New Jersey

Category: Major Training Areas
Mission: Support active Army and Reserve

Component training
Oneitme Cost: $11.6 milion
Savings: 1996-2001: $27.9 miliion

Annsal: §$12.2 miiion
Return on Investment: 1999 (1 year)
FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Realign Fort Dix by replacing the Active Compo-
nert garrison with 2 US. Army Reserve garrison.
Retain’ mini il . facilities, and
training areas required for Reserve Component
(RC) training as an enclave.
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move Fort Dix into a preferred role of RC sup-
port. It retains an Army Reserve garrison to man-
age Fort Dix and provides a hase to support RC
logistical requirements. The Army intends to con-
tinue the Army National Guard's cument license
of buildings.

Various U.S. Army National Guard and U.S. Army
Reserve activities regularly train at Fort Dix. The
post houses the National Guard High Technology
Training Center, a unique facility providing state-
of-the-ant training devices for guardsmen and
reservists in a 12-state area. Fort Dix’s geographic
proximity to a large portion of the nation's RC
forces and the air and seaports of embarkation
make it one of the most suitable RC Major Train-
ing Areas in the United States. This recommenda-
tion is consistent with the decision of the 1991
Commission, but better aligns the operation of the
installation with its users.

Community Concerns

Members of the Fort Dix community and
Burlington County expressed strong support for
keeping Fort Dix open in accordance with the
realignment recommendation. Earlier concemns
that enough personnel would not be retained in
the workforce to support Reserve Component
training in the region were allayed when the Amy
agreed that 700-750 employees would be required
for this suppost.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the recommendation of
the Secretary of Defense for the realignment of
the Active Army garrison 0 an Amy Reserve
Command garrison was both reasonable and well-
suited to enhzncmg this instaliation as 2 model for
ppomng Component (RC) training in
the region. The efficiencies gained, and savings
generated, will permit greater suppon for RC
forcesasthemmllmiongmisonfoc\moncmy—
ing out its primary mission. The Commission
- found the cormnumtys concem that enough gam
son staff be retained to supp
mission was valid, and noted the An'nys agree-
ment to provide adequate personnel to do so.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: realign
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Fort Dix by replacing the Active Component garri-
son with a US. Army Reserve garrison. Retain
minimum essential ranges, facilities, and training
areas required for Reserve Component (RC) train-
ing as an enclave.

Bellmore Logistics Activity, New York
Category: Minor Installation
Mission: Maintenance and logistical support
One-time Cost: None
Savings: 1996-2001: $2.1 million

-~ Annual: $0.3 million
Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Bellmore Logistics Activity.

Secretary of Defense Jusiification

Bellmore Logistics Activity, located on Long Island,
consists of approximately 17 acres and 180,000
square feet of facilities. It formerly provided main-
tenance and logistical support to Reserve Compo-
nent units. Since Reserve Components no longer
use Bellmore Logistics Activity, it is excess to the
Amy's requirements. Closing Bellmore Logistics
Activity will save base operations and mainte-
nance funds and provide reuse opportunities.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings
The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria, Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close

Fort Hamilton, New York

support for Army and DoD agencies in the

New York metropolitan area; serve as bead-

quarters for sub-installation—Fort Tolten
One-time Cost: Nome
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Savings: 1996-2001: None
Annual: None

Return on Investment: None

FINAL ACTION: Remain Open

Secvetary of Defense Recommendation
M@Ponﬂammmofaﬂhmlym
ing. Retain minimum essential kand and facilities
for existing Army units and activities. Relocate all
Army Reserve units from Caven Point, New Jersey,
to Fort Hamikon.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Fort Hamilton is low in military value compared to
the other command and control/administrative
support installations. The post has limited capacity
for additional growth or military development. No
new or additional missions are

This proposal reduces the size of Fort Hamilton

by about one-third to support necessary military
missions in the most cost effective manner. The

The Armmed Forces Reserve Center at Caven Point
was built in 1941. ks sole mission is t0 supp
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reserve component units. The buildings on the 35-
acre parcel are in poor condition. Relocating to
Fort Hamilton will allow the Army Reserve to
eliminate operating expenses in excess of $100
thousand per year.

Community Concerns
The community argues adoption of the DoD rec-
omend:nonwwlddmefamﬂyhmsms, force
military families onto the economy, and yield only
minor cost savings 1o the government. They also
maintain the combined military entitlements of
Basic Allowance for Quarners (BAQ) and Variable
Housing Aliowance (VHA) are $200-$500 per
month less than the cost of area rentals. Further
the availability of local remals is very low. Access
1o the tight remtal market is further compounded
by culturally cohesive neighborhoods, where
long—xennmndencysﬂ\enom.mecommmny
askeddncmnyvednreeemmhmy
housing privatization initistive 2 chance 1o mature
duoushd\ehphuveptocassmdrepﬁanoD
recommendation to dose Fort Hamilton)s family
housing. The community believes Fort Hamilton is

plan and final criceria.

Fort Totten, New York
Catagory: Command and Control
Mission: As a subpost of Fort Hamiiton
and part of the New York Area Command,
Provides support 1o active duly and retired
ersonnsl within the local area; serves
as bost to Headguarters, 77tb US. Army
Reserve Command
Onetime Cost: $1.0 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $1.5 million
Annwual: $0.7 million
Return on investment: 1999 (Immediate)
FINAL ACYTON: Gose

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Ciose Fort Totten, except an enclave for the U. S.
Army Reserve. Dispose of family housing.
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Secretary of Defense Justification
Fort Totten, 2 sub-instaliation of Fort Hamilton,
provides administrative and logistical suppont to
Army Reserve umits in the New York City metro-
politan area.
Fort Totten is low in military value compared to
other command and controladministrative sup-
port instaliations. The post has limited capacity for
gxowthorhmhermlmydwdopma&
Font Totten is home to the Emie Pyle US. Amy
Reserve Center, the largest in the country. Realign-
ment of the Center to nearby Fort Hamikon is not
space. Therefore, the Amny decided 10 retain this
facility as a reserve enclave.

sive nei

is the norm. The communkty also notes that Old

Fort Totten, an unofficial historic site and

museum, has an hissoric legacy and antifacts dat-

ing back to the Revolutionary War. Any potential

devdopmaunFmewﬂdpotaﬂnato
historic preservation.

The Commission acknowledged family housing
had a significant backlog of defecred maintenance
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requirements. At least 24 units were inactive due
to unsatisied rehabilitation needs, and occupied
units contained limited amenities. The Commis-
mnahomedtheuuamndFonTonenw:s

cost estimates, moving Fort Totten'’s military fami-
lies on the economy would result in a total out-of-
pochacpemeofﬂiuﬂmmhnﬂyhmg
members. Akernatively, the draft Amy plan to
rehsbilitate quarters 2t the Navy’s Mitchell Field,
Long Isand housing area is financially unattrac-
tive. The Commission found, however, a sufficient
number of vacant quarters exist at Fort Hamilton
to satisfy Fort Totten's military family housing
of the DoD recommendation would result in 2
reduction of excess infrastructure.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantizlly from the force-
structure plan and final criteria, Therefore,the
Commission recommends the : close Fort
Totten, except an enclave for the U.S. Army
Reserve. Dispose of family housing.

. Sepeca Armay Depot, New York

Mission: Receive, sdore, issue, maintain and
demilitarize conventional

Owe-time Cost: $29.9 million

Savings: 1996.2001: $12.9 million
Anmual: $19.3 million

Retsern on Sesesement: 1999 (Immediate)

FINAL ACYION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close Seneca Army Depot, except an enclave to
store hazardous material and ores.

Secretary of Defense Justification

This recommendation is supponed by the Army’s
operational assessment. The Army has

adopeed a “tiered” ammunition depot concept to

mme,ehnmaancmn-mquncd

to manage a smaller stockpile. The tiered depot

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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concept reduces the number of active storage sites
and makes efficiencies possible:

(1) Tier 1—Active Core Depots. These installations
will support 2 nomal/full-up activity level with a
stockage configuration of primarily required
stocks and minimal non-required stocks requiring
demilitarization. Normal activity includes daily
receipts/issues of training stocks, storage of war
reserve stocks required in contingency operations

48

and contained both internal inconsistencies and
flaws arising from its use in the BRAC context. Its
inclusion caused Seneca to lose one position (3rd
to 4th) in military value ranking. Because of the
inclusion of the tiering plan, bases in different
tiers could not be fairly evaluated against each other.
The Commission found no significant excess capa-
city existed in the Army ammunition storage sys-
tem. The Commission also found, however, with

and additional war reserve stocks to aug

lower level tier installation power projection capa-
bilities. Installations at this activity level will
receive requisite levels of storage support, surveil-
lance, inventory, maintenance and demilitarization.

(2) Tier 2—Cadre Depots. These installations nor-
mally will perform static storage offollow—onwu
reserve requirements. Daily activity will be mini-
mal for receipts/issues. Wotkload will focus on
maintenance, surveillance, inventory and demilita-
rization operations. These installations will have
minimal staffs unless a contingency arises.

(3) Tier 3—Caretaker Depots. Installations desig-
nated as Tier 3 will have minimal staffs and store
stocks no longer required until demilitarized or
relocated. The Army plans to eliminate stocks at
these sites no later than year 2001 SeneaAmy
Depot is a Tier 3 depot.

Community Concerns

The Seneca community contends Seneca should
be a Tier 1 instead of a Tier 3 installation due to
its power projection capabilities. They note Sen-
eca received no credit for its on-post airfield and
missile maintenance facilities, and received insuffi-
cient value for its conforming small-arms ware-
houses. They contend the tiering plan further used
irrelevant measures for location, storage, and
power projection, and inclusion of the ammuni-
tion tiering plan in the stationing strategy negates
the military value analysis. The community aiso
argues all other Army ammunition storage is full,
50 there would be nowhere for Seneca’s ammuni-
tion to go. They believe the Depantment would
save more money by closing l:tterkenny and
transferring the missile maintenance mission to
existing facilities at Seneca.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the ammunition tiering

plan used as an input to the Army’s operational
blueprint was not intended for BRAC purposes,

the ion of demilitarization capability at Sierra
Army Depot, the system contained enough demili-
tarization capacity to create excess storage space
equaltotwoumalbuonsaverd’wnmsmm:snf
demilitarization of existing ammunition stored out-
doors was deferred.

The Commission also found Seneca was particu-
larly hurt by the choice of square feet as a storage
metric, and Seneca was not given proper credit
for its airfield and conforming small-arms ware-
houses. Given the ability to reduce ammunition
storage by two installation equivalents, however,
the Commission found Seneca could be closed.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Seneca Army Depox, except an enclave to store
hazardous material and ores.

Recreation Center #2, North Carolina

Category: Minor installation
Mission: Currently leased to City of Fayetteville,
- North Carolina
One-time Cost: None
Savings: 1996-2001: None
Annual: None
Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTTON: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Recreation Center #2, Fayetteville, NC.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Recreation Center #2 consists of approximately
four acres and 17,000 square feet of community
faciliies. Recreation Center #2 is currently being
leased (0 the city of Fayeueville, NC, and is excess
to the Army's requirements. Closing Recreation
Center #2 will provide reuse opportunities.
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Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings
The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criseria Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Recreation Center #2, Fayesieville, North Carolina.

Fort Indiantown Gap, Peansylvania

Category: Major Training Aress

Mission: Support active Army and
Reserve Component

One-time Cost: $8.5 miltion

Savings: 1996-2001: $74.8 million
Annual: $18.4 miltion

Return on Investment: 1997 (fmmediate)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recomemendation
tial facilities as a2 Reserve Component enclave.

Secretary of Defense Justification

in the past ten years, the Army sigaificandy reduced
its active and reserve foroes. The Ammy must reduce
excess infrastructure 10 meet future requirements.

ing Fort Dix, Fost AP. Hill 2nd Fort Drum.

Fort indiantown Gap is owned by the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania and leased by the US.
Army through 2049 for $1. The government can
terminate the lease with one yesr's written notice.
Facilities erected during the ducation of the lease
are the property of the U.S. and may be disposed
of, provided the premises are restored to their
natural condition.

49

Concerns

Members of the sumrounding communities in
Lebanon Valley, as well as officials of the Pennsyl-
readiness of Reserve Component units within the
state will suffer as 2 result of the recommendation.
The recommendation made by the Secretary of
Defense would require travel out of state for annual
iraining. The community would like to continue
the current level of daily operations and training
on the installation with the support and funding

3
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plan and final criteria 1 and 2. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close Fort
Indiantown Gap, except minimum essential
ranges, facilities, and training areas 2s a Reserve
Component training enclave to permit the conduct
of individual and annual training. The Commis-
sion finds this recommendation is consistent with
the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Kelly Support Center, Penasylvania
Category: Commanrd, Control and
Administration
Mission: Administrative and logistics support
One-time Cost: $0.3 million
Savings: 199601 $2.1 million
Anrual: $0.7 million
Return on Investment: 1998 (immediate)
FINAL ACYION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Realign the Kelly Support Center by consolidating
Army Reserve units onto three of its five parcels.
Dispose of the remaining rwo parcels. Relocate
the Army Reserve’s leased maintenance activity in
Valley Grove, WV, to the Kelly Suppornt Center.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Kelly Support Center, a sub-instaliation of Fort
Drum, NY, provides administrative and logistical
support to Army Reserve units in western Pennsyl-
vania. It comprises five separate parcels of property.
The Kelly Support Center is last in military value
compared to other command and control/adminis-
trative support installations. Reserve usage is lim-
ited to monthly kend drills. It p no
pemanent facilities or mobilization capability.

This proposal eliminates two parcels of property,
appronmately 232 acres and 500,000 square feet
semi-p , from the Army’'s
inventory. Since there are no other feasible alter-
natives, the Army is retzining three small parcels
for Ammy Reserve functions and Readiness Group
Pitisburgh.
Relocating the Army's Reserve acuvity from Valley
Grove Area Mainienance Support Activity, WV,
to the Kelly Support Center consolidates it with
its parent unit and saves $28,000 per year in
lease costs.

50

Community Concerns

Based on current staffing and reimbussable posi-
tions, the community contends the personnel
savings are overstated. The community 2lso argued
the personnel savings appear questionable since
the implementation plan indicates 70 percent of
the current workforce would be retained to sup-
port the recently designated Reserve Support
Command. Finally, the community believes no
lease savings will be realized, because 2 new
maintenance facility is being constructed in West
Virginia for the Valley Grove unit,

Commission Findings

The Commission found the revised Army cost
analysis keeps the area support mission at the
Kelly Support Center with 2 majority of the exist-
ing workforce. In addition, the Secretary of
Defense informed the Commission on June 14,
1995, it was no longer viable to relocate the val-
ley Grove naintenance activity to the Kelly Sup-
port Center because a new facility is being built
for the unit in West Virginia.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 2. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the following:
realign the Kelly Support Center by consolidating
Army Reserve units onto three of its five parcels.
Dispose of the remaining two parcels. The Com-
mission finds this recommendation is consistent
with the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania

Category: Depotls

Missson: Depot maintenance

One-time Cost: $49.6 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $226.5 miltion
Annual: $76.0 miltion

Return on Investment: 1998 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Realign Letierkenny Amny Depot by transferring
the towed and self-propelled combat vehicle mis-
sion to Anniston Amy Depot. Retain an enclave
for conventional ammunition storage and tactical
missile disassembly and storage. Change the 1993
Commission's decision regarding the consolidating
of tactical missile maintenance at Letterkenny by
transferring missile guidance system workload o
Tabyhanna Army Depot.
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Secretary of Defense Justification
Letterkenny Army Depot is one of the Amy’s five
maintenance depots and one of three ground
vehicle maintenance depots. Over time, each of
the ground maintenance depots has become increas-
ingly specialized. Anniston performs heavy com-
bat vehicle maintenance and repair. Red River
performs similar work on infantry fighting
vehicles. Lenerkenny Amy Depot is responsible
for towed and seif-propeiled anillery as well as
DoDlacﬁalmissﬂenpair.ukcamubaofaher
Armmy depots, Letterkenny receives, stores, and
shspsalltypcsofummmnms.Amd
ments

depots,specﬁcal!ylhem
solidation of ground combat workioad at a
single depot.
The ground maintenance capacity of the three
depots currently exceeds programmed work
requirements by the equivalent of one to wo
depots. The heavy combat vehicle mission from
Anmsrmmbeabsmbedaunerhunywih-

to change the 1993 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission’s recommendation
which consolidated DoD’s tactical missile mainee-

2

51

bemmgetedforclosureor
community further stated the
Army’s militsry value anmalysis did not consider
current and future missions, induding ongoing ef-
forts to consolidste inserserviced tactical missile

mainnemme,md gained from current
and future public and private depot teaming
arrangements. They suggested the public and pri-

vate pannership arrangements should be contin-
ved to make more efficient use of available
infrastructure. The community also voiced con-

lover direct labor hour base, resulted in
Lenterkenny’s fower military value rating. The

Commission found Leuerkenny's forecast future
wvddo-d was not sufficent to mainmin a cost
efficient depot.

mcommdullymmcdmemy's
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The 1993 Commission assigned Letterkenny
responsibility for the interservice repair and over-
haul of DoD's tactical missiles and related suppon
equipment. The Letterkenny personnel have made
excellent progress in their efforts to implement the
1993 Commission’s recommendation. The 1995
Commission notes that the Report of the Commis-
sion on Roles and Missions of tbe Armed Forces
suggested the eventual privatization of depot
maintenance activities. The consolidated tactical
missile repair program is a likely candidate for
future privatization. In response to community
concerns about the Army's failure to consider
above core tactical missile maintenance workload
in its original COBRA analysis, the Army Materiel
Command changed its assumptions to reflect reten-
tion of an additional 310 personnel to work in the
enclaved tactical missile area of Letterkenny. The
Commission suggests the Department of Defense
explore options for transferring workload to the
private sector, as appropriate.

The Commission found using Letterkenny facilities
for Paladin weapon system upgrades was highly
efficient and cost effective. The Commission fur-
ther recognizes OSD policy generally dictates that
future weapon system upgrades should be accom-
plished within the private sector. For this reason,
the Commission finds the Department of Defense
should make every effort to dispose of
Letterkenny's combat vehicle shops as an intact,
complete and useable facility that could be used
by the private sector for future weapon system
upgrades. This would afford the community a bet-
ter opportunity of recovering from the economic
effects that may occur followmg the realignment
of the Letterkenny installa

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 2, 4,
and 5. Therefore, the Commission recommends
the following: realign Lenerkenny Army Depot by
transferring the towed and self-propelled combat
vehicle mission to Anniston Army Depot, Ala-
bama. Retain an enclave for conventional ammu-
nition storage and tactical missile disassembly and
storage. Change the 1993 Commission's decision
regarding the consolidation of tactical missile
maintenance at Lemerkenny by transferring missile

nonwcmmemwuhthefome—mucmrephnand
final criteria.

base operations and otber support to
activities in Puerto Rico
and the U.S, Visgin Islands
One-time Cost: $7.0 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $23.3 miltion
Annsial: $8.9 miltion
Return on Investment: 1999 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Realign Fort Buchanan by reducing garrison
management functions and disposing of family
housing. Retain an enclave for the reserve compo-
nents, Army and Air Force Exchange Service
(AAFES) and the Antilles Consolidated School.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Fort Buchanan, a sub-instaliation of Fort
mobilization support 10 Amy units and activities
in Puerto Rico and the Caribbean region. Tenants
include a U.S. Army Reserve headquarters, AAFES

and a DoD-operated school complex. Although
the post is managed by an active component gar-
rison, it supports relatively few active component
tenants. The family housing will close. The activi-
ties providing area support will relocate to
Roosevelt Roads Navy Base and other sites. The
Amny intends to license buildings to the Army
National Guard, that they currently occupy.

Community Concerns
The community believes Fort Buchanan's strategic
axd historic value were incomectly assessed dur-
ing the assessment/selection process. It is the last
active Army presence in the Caribbean and soon
o be the last in latin America, a legacy dating
back to 1898. The community maintains the
manpower impact of the DoD recommendation is
underestimated and that actval job losses will
exceed 500 personnel. The community believes
Amy cost estimates understate closure costs and
operating costs. Thus, savings from adoption of
theDoDrecomnendanonaremnccumte The
nity < ds Re it Roads, while only
ﬂmdmﬂesﬁunFmBudum is an unac-
ceptable alternative for family housing. Travel
between the two installations routinely takes up
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to two hours. Funber, Roosevelt Roads already
m:mumhmdymdeﬁcnmm&n
Juan housing rental market is very tight and
expensive. Lasily, the community notes Fort
Buchanan's closure would be a severe blow o the
15,000 pius retired community, and would be dev-
astating to the already depressed Puerto Rican
economy.

Commission Findings

The Commission reviewed information concerning
mectmmmdoouofrm&;dnmnsm

and the supporting installation utility infra-
structure is old. The Conumission found closure of
family housing results in savings to DoD, signifi-
cant cost avoidance, and the reduction of excess
infrastructure.
The Commission discussed the range of installa-
tion missions. Mobilization suppd®*is impostant,
mdnssu.lppomsbeaﬁnlﬁlledbyamidunm
component gamison. The Commission found the
concept to disestablish the installation garrison
exceeded the scope of the DoD recommendation
0 reahgn Fort Buchanan. The Commission
cost estimates t0 maintain a garrison
capable of supporting mobilization and the
enclaved tenant units. Ahhough savings are
the Commission

an active presence in Puerto Rico while still pro-
i g,
Coomulslonkcoomendaﬂon
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One-time Cost: $7.2 miliion

Savings: 1996-2001: $83.9 million
Annual: 320.0 militon

Return on Invessment: 1997 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Red River Army Depot. Transfer the ammu-
mmsougcmmmmtemtnmngcmer and
civilian training education to Lone Star Amy Ammu-
nition Plant. Transfer the light combat vehicle
maintenance mission 10 Anniston Army Depot.
Transfer the Rubber Production Facility to Lone
Star.

Secretary of Defense Justification
Red River Army Depot is one of the Amy's five
mainenance depots and one of three ground
vehicle maintenance depots. Over time, each of
the ground maintenance has become increas-
ingly specialized. Anniston performs heavy com-
bat vehicle maintenance and repair. Red River
performs similar work on infantry fighting
vehicles. Letierkenny Army Depot is responsible
formwedandself-propelledamlleryaswellzs
DoD tactical missile repair. Like a number of other
Army depots, Red River receives, stores, and ships
:lltypsofmmmnlem..krevwofbng
nngeopaznomlmqwemﬂswppoﬂsamduc-
tion of Army depots, specifically the consolidation
of ground combat workload at a single depot.

ground maintenance capacity of the three

frcm lgttetkenny without major construction.
at. Anniston and




not conducting 2 combined value assessment of
the two. They also believe closing Red River Army
Depot will overioad Anniston Army Depox, limit
surge capability, and jeopardize readiness. Reten-
tion of only one maintenance for

combatvehadﬁmllseverelyhmnthemmy‘snbﬂ-
ity to respond to national emergencies. The com-
munity also believes that the Army understated
the costs associated with the recommendation.
Additionally, the community claims the Army
analysis is flawed by ominting significant mission
requirements, such as the Missile Recenification
Office, and by including non-BRAC personne) sav-
ings. The community aiso believes the Army under-
stated unemployment costs in their economic
analysis. The community proposes retention of
Red River Army Depot and Anniston Army Depot,
realignment of Letterkenny Army Depot to
Anniston and Red River and downsizing of both
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mission finds this recommendation is consistent
with the force-structure plan and final criteria,

Dwgway Proving Ground, Utah

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Realign Dugway Proving Ground by relocating the
smoke and obscurant mission to Yuma Proving
Ground, AZ, and some elements of chemical/bio-
logical research to Aberdeen Proving Ground,
MD. Dmeofl’.nghshvmageandmmusund
jon facilities necessary to support

w core. To fill vacant infrastructure, the ¢
nity recommends teaming with industry.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the Armmy has treated all
its depots equally. The Army’s recommendations
were an aggressive approach to minimize depot
infrastructure, maintaining the minimal capacity to
support Army peacetime and wartime require-
ments. In addition, the Amy recommendations
supported its stationing strategy and the opera-
tional blueprint. The Army’s operational blueprint,
however,assumedtoogrwamkmmd:mm

sion found placing all this workload into 2 single
facility places too much risk on readiness. Reten-
tion of both Anniston Army and Red River Army
Depots keeps the Army'’s 1op-rated ground combat
depots and preserves future readiness.

fote.ﬂxe(‘mmaonmrdsthc d
realign Red R:ver Armmy Depot by moving nll
maintenance missions, except for that related to
&mBﬂdleyanhﬁmVehacham,moﬁmdepot
maintenance activitics, mdndmgmepnvaxesm
Retain conventional ammunition storage, intem

training center, Rubber Production Facility, and
civilian training education at Red River. The Com-

AnnymdDoDmm

Secretary of Defense Justification

Dugway is low in military valve compared io
other proving grounds. Its test facilities conduct
both open air and laboratory chemical/biological
testing in support of various Army and DoD mis-
sions. The testing is imporant 2s are associated
security and safety requirements. However, this
recommendation emables the Army to continue
overhead at Dugway.

Yuma can assume Dugway's programmed smoke
and obscurant testing, Aberdeen Proving Ground
anmoeptdnehboratorymmhmddcvelop—
ment portion of the chemical/biological mission
from Dugway, since it is currently performing
chemical and biological research in facilities that
carry equivalent bio/safety levels. Open air and
simulant testing missions will remain at Dugway.
The State of Utah has expressed an interest in
using English Village and associated firing and
minngmngesubugwayford\eNauonalerd
including the establishment of an artillery training
facility.

Community Concerns

The major community concemn at Dugway is the
Army’s planned closure of English Village and the
resultant impact on the military value of Dugway
Proving Ground. Two thousand residents and
employees of Dugway live at English Village.
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There is no nearby housing available and, accord-
ing to the community, the loss of productivity in
making long commutes, often during inclement
wezther, would be staggering. The 592 housing
units that comprise English Village cost the Amy
$1.5 million annually. The community believes
that English Village should be kept open to sup-
port Dugway’s vital missions and quality of life.

Commission Findings
meConmsswnMMclosmeofEngthﬂhge

sites for part of Dugway’s mission, made the move
virually impossible. On June 14, 1995, the Secre-
tary of Defense asked that the recommendation
on Dugway Proving Ground be set aside. The
Sectemymdmngmmmatmgmy,and
because of facility restrictions and permitting
requirements, the base operating support, includ-
ing English Village, should remain open.

ing: DugwamemgGmnd. mchxdmgl'.n;hsh
Village, will remain open. The Commission finds
this recommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final criteria.

Fort Lee, Virginia

Category: T Schools

Mission: Provide facilites and services to
the U.S. Army Combined Arms Support

College,
Ome-time Cost: $2.1 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $15.5 miliion
Annual: $3.7 miltion
Return on Investment: 1997 (1 year)
FINAL ACTION: Reaiign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Realign Fort Lee, by reducing Kenner Army Com-
munity Hospital to a clinic. Eliminate inpatient
services.

55

Secvetary of Defense Justification

This recommendation, suggested by the Joint
Cross-Service Group on Medical Treatment, elimi-
nates excess medical treatment capacity at Fort
Lee, VA by ehmmanng mpauent services at

Health and Medical Program of the Uniformed
Services (CHAMPUS).

Community Concerns

The community contends the Army recommenda-
tion would decrease staff at the facility below the
level needed to support adequately an outpatient
nation of inpatient care services would mean the
loss of critical medical support to Fort Lee’s mis-
sion, as well as diminished access and increased
costs for beneficiaries in and beyond the hospital
catchment area. In addition, they say these reduc-
tions would result in half of the hospital’s current
demand for outpatient workload falling to ocutside
providers, thus greatly increasing the Amy’s pre-
dicted cost of the recommendation. The commu-
nity also argues DoD would lose the ability to
manage CHAMPUS costs in the Fort Lee area, fur-
ther increasing the cost of the program beyond
the Amy’s estimate. Finally, the community points
out the Joint Cross-Service Group’s functional
value score for Kenner Army Community Hospital
was higher than many other hospitals not recom-
mended for realignment.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the of Kenner
Army Community Hospml to an adequately
staffed and resourced outpatient dinic, will elimi-
nate excess acute care inpatient beds and reduce
costs, without compromising the mission effec-
tiveness of Fort Lee. TheCcmtmsm

the validity of the 's concern that a
poorly staffed clinic could potentially impair
Fort Lee’s important training and other missions.
While the Commission found the adequacy of
clinic resources is an Army responsibility and will
be resolved during the implementation of this
recommendation, it urges the Amy to pay close
attention 10 ensure continued, adequate, outpa-
tient care to beneficiaries.

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: realign
Fort Lee, by reducing Kenner Amny Community
Hospital to a clinic. Eliminate inpatient services.

Fort Pickett, Virginia

Category: Major Training Areas

Mission: Regional training center that
supports active Army and Reserve
Components and otber Do activities

One-itme Cost: $25.3 million

Savings: 1996:2001: $46.7 miltion
Annual: $21.8 million

Return on Investment: 1999 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close Fort Pickett, except minimum essential
training areas and facilities as an enclave for
the Reserve Components. Relocate the Petroleum
Training Facility to Fort Dix, NJ.

Secretary of Defense Justification

In the past ten years, the Ammy has reduced its
active and reserve forces considerably. The Army
must reduce excess infrastructure 10 meet the
needs of the future.

Fort Picken is very low in military value compared
to other major training area installations. It has
vintually no Active Component tenants. Annual
training for reserve units that now use Fort Pickett
can be conducted easily at other installations in
the region, including Fort Bragg, Fort AP. Hill
and Camp Dawson. The Ammy intends to license
required facilities and training areas 10 the Ammy
National Guard.

Community Concerns

Members of the rural community strongly support
keeping Fort Pickett open, stressing what they
believe is its high military value and the employ-
ment oppornunities it provides. Residents of the
town of Blackstone and empioyees on the installa-
tion have both stressed the long-term, outstanding
military-community relations that exist, and cited
the lack of environmental impediments 10 training
that exist at other military bases. Community
groups believe the Army's analysis was flawed,
and failed to take into account the training con-
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ducted at Fort Pickent by the other services' active
and reserve components, as well as increased
active duty Marine and Army trining occurming
there due to training congestion at installations
such as Camp Lejeune and Fort Bragg, North
Carolina,

Commission Findings

The Commission found the Army evaluated all its
major training area installations equally. The Com-
mission also found the Amy's process of integrat-
ing a quantitative installation assessment with
2 qualitative operational blueprint, based upon
operational and stationing requirements of the
Ammy Statoning Strategy, is a sound approach to
develop a military value assessment (MVA) for
each installation in this category.

The Commission examined all of the issues pre-
sented by the local community and elected offi-
cials, especially with regard to the military value
of Fort Pickett as a major training area. The Com-
mission found members of all components from
all the armed forces train 2t Fort Pickett. In evalu-
ating the future access to the waining facilities and
training area of the installation, especially by
members of the Reserve Component (RC), the
Commission was satisfied that such access can
continue. The Commission found adequate train-
ing locations existed in the region to handie addi-
tional RC annual trining requirements, without
Fort Pickett, but scheduling of such training would
be more difficult, especially during peak training
load periods. The Commission also found the
National Guard and cther RC units required con-
tinved access to Fort Picketr for both individual
Finally, the Commission found closing Fort
Pickent, and preserving an enclave for training for
the Resetve Components, would reduce excess

ture and g b ] savings.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from the force-structure
plan and final criteria 1 and 2. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close Fort
Pickent, except minimum essential ranges, facili-
ties, and training areas as a Reserve Component
training enclave to pemit the conduct of indi-
vidual and annual training. The Cormmission finds
this recommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final criteria.
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Information Systems Software Center
(155C), Virginia

Category: Leases

Mission: support

One-time Cost: $ 9.0 million

Savings: 199601: $-4.9 mililon (Cost)
Annual: $1.2 million

Return on Investment: 2007 (9 years)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close by relocating Information Systems Software
Center to Fort Meade, MD.

Secretary of Defense Justification

In 1993, the Commission suggested DoD direct
the Services to include a separate category for
leased facilities to ensure a2 bottom-up review of
leased space. The Ammy has conducted a review
of activities in leased space to identify opportun-
ities for relocation omto military installations.
Because of the cost of leasing, the Amy's goal is
to minimize leased space, when feasible, and
maximize the use of government-owned facilities.
This activity can relocate easily for a minor cost.
The annual cost of the current lease is $2 million.

Community Concerns

Even though the lease on the facility occupied by
the Information Systems Software Center expires
in 2000, the community contends there would be
no savings to the government, as 2 result of the
recommendation because the General Services
Administration must continue to pay the rent. The
community argued there is no existing space to
renovate at Fort Meade, so the Army must con-
struct a new building. They noted the retumn on
investment for new construction is 18 years versus
9 years under the renovation option.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the Army plans to back-
fill the leased space occupied by the Information
Systems Sofrware Center (ISSC) with activities cur-
rently in less desirable leased space. The Commis-
sion found the lease savings should be
comparable because the lease costs for the activi-
ties under consideration are approximately the
same as ISSC's lease cost The Commission found
the recommendation is consistent with the Army’s
Stationing Strategy to reduce leased space and
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move into govemment-owned space where eco-
nomically feasible.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close by
relocating Information Systems Software Center
© Fort Meade, Maryland.

axldl?&OOOsqtmleaoffmlmx'I‘he
pnnnrynmmchzmpBounevdlenswpmvnde
training facilities for Active and Reserve units.
Training currently conducted at Camp Bonneville
will be shifted to Fort Lewis, Washington. Accord-
ingly, Camp Bonneville is excess to the Amy’s
requirements. Closing the camp will save base op-
erations and maintenance funds and provide reuse

Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.
Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense

Commission recommends the following: clo&
Camp Bonneville.

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



Valley Grove Area Mainteaance Support
Activity, West Virginia

Category: Minor k
Mission: Maintenance support to Army
Reserve activities
One-time Cost: None
Savings: 1996-:2001: None
Annual: None
Return on nvestrent: None
FINAL ACTION: Remain Open

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support
Activity (AMSA). Relocate reserve activity to
the Kelly Support Center, PA, provided the
recommendation to realign Kelly Support Center
is approved.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Valley Grove AMSA, located in Valley Grove, WV,
consists of approximately 10,000 square feet of
leased maintenance facilities. Its primary mission
is to provide maintenance support to Army
Reserve activities. Consolidating tenants from Val-
ley Grove AMSA with the Reserve Component
activities remaining on Kelly Support Center will
reduce the cost of operation.

7
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Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

As stated by the Secretary of Defense's letter dated

June 14th, 1995 and upon further evaluation, the

Commission found the closure and relocation of

Valley Grove Area Maintenance
S Center, Py

a construction project ($6.8 million) to build a
new maintenance shop at Wheeling-Ohio County
Airport. The project is now underway, obviating
the need to move to 2 new facility at Kelly Sup-
pont Center.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 2. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the following:
Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity
this recommendation is consistent with the force-
stnxture plan and final criteria.

CHAPFTER 1



Department of the Navy

Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska

Category: Operational Aér Siations
Mission: Support for AxtiSubmarine Warfare
Surveillance Mission

One-time Cost: $9.4 willion

Savings: 1996-2001: $108.8 msiilion
Amnual: $26.0 miltion

Return on Investment: 1997 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTYON: Close

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions of concem
fmmthelodmmiy The U.S. Coast Guard,
however, expressed concern about the closing of
NAFAdakbewned:smesasxpponbnsefor
their law enforcement, search and rescue, and
navigation aid maintenance operations. Without
NAF Adak’s support facilities, the Coast Guard
would be foroed to obtain support for their opera-
tions at a greater disance from their patrol areas
which would increase their overall operating
costs.
Commission Rindings
The Commission found no reason to disagree with

the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.
The closing of NAF Adak, however, caused the
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Coast to voice concern about losing 2 base
from thcyanstzgesontofdmropen
tions. The Commission that the use of
Adgzk is important to the Coast Guard's mis-
of law enforcement and search and rescue.
operational need, however, is not sufficient
to justify keeping the facility open.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Naval Air Facility, Adak, Alaska.

Guard
which

NAF
sions
This

NonemcCommsmnaddedmmmﬂmxymml

lation to the list of bases to be considered by the
Commission for closure or realignment as 2 pro-
posed to the list of recommendations sub-
mitted by the Secretary of Defense.

Community Concerns

FISC is located in three jurisdictions: Oakland,
Richmond would like to have the land in their
cities closed under base closure rules, which
expedite the land transfer. Initially, Oak-
concemed that any base closure action

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



Gommission Findings

The Secretary of the Navy removed FISC Oakland
from the list of recommendations presented to
him because of excessive job losses in California.
The Commission added FISC Oakland for consid-
eration. The Commission found employment lev-
els and workload at FISC decreasing as the bases
it supported were closed. FISC's primary function
would be to operate office space for Government
tenants.

The Commission agreed with the Richmond and
Alameda communities that the closure of FISC
land in their communities would facilitate transfer
of the land. To clarify that these were distinct
parcels of land the Commission addressed these
parcels in a separate closure motion. The Commis-
sion and the Oakland community ultimately
agreed that the closure of the main FISC com-
pound in Oakland would not interfere with their
ongoing lease negotiations or previously signed
leases, and would facilitate transfer of the prop-
erty. The proposed closure actions received
the endorsement of the Port of Ozkland and
the mayors of Oakland, Alameda, and Richmond.
The Commission also found that additional sav-
ings would result if the two major tenants at
FISC, Military Sealift Command and Defense
Finance and Accounting Service, move to other
Government-owned space.

Commdssion Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 5 and 6.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol-
lowing: realign the Fleet and Industrial Supply
Center, Oakland. Close Point Molate Naval Refuel-
ing Station, Richmond, California. Close Navy Sup-
ply Annex, Alameda, California. The Commission
finds this recommendation is consistent with the
force-structure plan and final criteria.

Commission Recommendation I1

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 5 and 6.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol-
lowing: dosetheFleetmdlndxmnlSupplyOen-
ter, Oakland. Relocate Defense Finance and
Accounting Service and Military Sealift Command
to Government-owned space. The Commissi

Savings: 1996-2001: $293.0 million
Annual: $6.9 miliion

Return on I 1996 (F diate)

FINAL ACTION: Redivect (amnended)

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Change the receiving sites for “squadrons and
refared activities at NAS Miramar™ specified by the
1993 Commission (1993 Commission Report, at
page 1-18) from “NAS Lemoore and NAS Failon"
10 “other naval air stations, primarily NAS Oceana,
Virginia, NAS North Istand, California, and NAS
Fallon, Nevada.” Change the receiving sites for
MCAS Tustin, California, specified by the 1993
Commission from “NAS North Island, NAS
Miramar, or MCAS Camp Pendleton” to “other
naval air stations, primarily MCAS New River,
North Carolina; MCB Hawaii (MCAF Kaneohe
Bay); MCAS Camp Pendleton, California; and NAS
Miramar, California.”

Secretary of Defense Justification
This recommendation funthers the restructuring
initiatives of operational bases commenced in
BRAC 93 and also that the FY 2001
Force Structure Plan further reduced force levels
from those in the FY 1999 Force Structure Plan
applicable to BRAC 93. These force level reduc-
tions required the Department of the Navy not
onlytoehmmaeaddmmnlexc&capamybuno
do so in 2 way that retzined only the
ture necessary to suppon future force levels
and did not i flexibility for the
t of that force. Full implementation
of the BRAC 93 rec dations rejating to
opmumalaxrsunonswould:equue the con-
struction of substantial new capacity at installa-
tions on both coasts, which only exacerbates the
lcvelofmupncuymmmsubcategoryo(
18 the receiving sites for assets
from these installations in this and cther air station
recommendations eliminates the need for this con-

finds this recommendation is consistent with the
force-structure plan and final criteria.

of new capacity, such that the total sav-

mgsareeqmvakmtodnnphoemm plant value
of an existing tactical aviation naval air station.
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Further, within the context of the FY 2001 Force
Structure Plan, the mix of operational air stations
andtheassasmeympponmlnngfmmﬂue
recommendations provides substantial operational
flexibility. For instance, the single siting of F-14s
at Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia, fully utilizes
that instailation’s capacity and avoids the need to
provide support on both coasts for this aircraft
series which is scheduled to leave the active inven-
tory. This recommendation also permits the relo-
cation of Marine Corps helicopter squadrons in the
manner best able to meet operational imperatives.

Community Concerns
The MCAS El Toro, MCAS Tustin, California redi-
rect affects numerous communities, several of

the redirects will be less than were assigned in 1991.

not involved in the DoD recommendation, submit-
ted 2 proposal to move the Marine helicopter as-
sets to March AFB. They cite savings for DoD and

61

Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that redirecting the F-14 and E-2C aircraft
from NAS Lemoore to other naval air stations
eliminates the need for $345 million in construc-
tion com at NAS Lemoore. Additionally, the

requirements.
The Commission finds this recommendation
is consistent with the force-structure plan and

Naval Air Station, Alameda, California
Category: Operational Alr Siations

Mission: Support Aviation Operations
One-time Cost: None

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Savings: 1996-2001: None
Amnual: None

Return on Investment: None

FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993
Commission for the closure of Naval Air Station,
Alameda, California (1993 Commission Report, at
page 1-35) for “aircraft along with the dedicated
personnel, equipment and support” and ‘reserve
aviation assets” from “NAS North Island” and
“NASA Ames/Moffett Field,” respectively, to “other
naval air stations, primarily the Naval Air Facil-
ity, Corpus Christi, Texas, to support the Mine
Warfare Center of Excellence, Naval Station,

Ingleside, Texas.”

Secretary of Defense Justification

The decision to collocate all mine warfare assets,
including air assets, at the Mine Warfare Center of
Exceilence at Naval Station, Ingleside, Texas,
coupled with the lack of existing facilities at Naval
Air Sution, North Island, support this movement
of mine warfare helicopter assets to Texas. Wih
this collocation of assets, the Navy can conduct
training and operations with the full spectrum of
mine warfare assets from one location, signifi-

the Wt‘s approach for other naval air
stations of eliminating capacity by not building
new capacity.

Communily Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found that locating mine war-
fare aviation assets to NAS Corpus Christi
enhances training by coliocating the full spectrum
of mine warfare assets near the Mine Warfare Cen-
ter of Excellence in nearby , Texas. The
Commission also found that directing Marine
Reserve aviation assets 1o other naval air stations,
affords the operational commander more flexi-
bility in placing these assets. Because all costs and
savings were realized in the original recommen-
dation, no additional savings are claimed in this
redirect.

62

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
final criteria. cre, the
Commission recommends the following: change
the receiving sites specified by the 1993 Commis-
sion for the closure of Naval Air Station, Alameda,
California (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-35)
for “zircraft along with the dedicated personnel,
equipment and support” and ‘reserve aviation
assets” from “NAS North Island” and “NASA Ames/
Moffett Field,” respectively, to “other naval air sta-
tions, primarily the Naval Air Station, Corpus
Christi, Texas, to suppon the Mine Warfare Center
of Excelience, Naval Station, Ingleside, Texas.”

Naval Command, Control and Ocean
Surveillance Center, In-Service
Engineering West Coast Division,
San Diego, California

Savings: 1996-2001: $19.3 miltion
Annual: $4.3 miliion

Return on Investment: 1997 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Disestablish

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Disestablish the In-Service Engineering West Coast

Division (NISE West), San Diego, California, of the

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance

Cemer(NOCOSC) mcludmgme‘raylorsuwslx-

levels dictate closure/realignment or consolidation
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excess capacity.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commisston Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that personnel efficiencies could be real-
ized through elimination of duplicative workload
between NCCOSC's R&D and in-service engineer-
ing divisions.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria.

Commission recommends the followmg
disestablish the In-Service Engineering West Coast
Division (NISE West), San Diego, Califomnia, of
the NCCOSC, including the Taylor Street Special
Use Area, and consolidate necessary functions
and personne! with the NCCOSC RDT&E Division,
either in the NCCOSC RDT&E Division spaces at
Point Loma, California, or in current NISE West
spaces in San Diego, California.

Naval Health Research Center, San Diego,
California

Category: Technical Centers and Laboratories
Mission: Biomedical Research

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Disestablish the Naval Health Research Center
(NHRC), San Diego, California, and rel

63

The community asserts that the Naval Health
Research Center (NHRC) should be located in
Y 10 2 fleet ton in order to
haveamdysoumeofmmbpcs.lurgucdtha!
ing NHRC to Memphis would seriously

to the field. An anendant concemn was expressed
that NHRC was identified in a joint study to
become an armed forces research unit under the
auspices of 2 new agency, the Armed Forces
Medical Research and Development Agency
(AFMRDA). The community contercls that NHRC's
wility to AFMRDA is based upon its proximity to
test subjects as well as its potential status as the
only research unit located on the west coast of the
United States. The community raised questions
about the suitability of realigning a medical com-
mand with 3 personnel administration command.
Finally, the community maintained that the vast
majority of NHRC’s work is biomedical, and while
mdmmsmmchmymapphamm
it should

necessary functions, and equipment
to the 4 of Naval P 1 (BUPERS) at
Memphis, Tennessee.

Secretary of Defense Justification

There is an overall reduction in operational forces
and 2 sharp decline of the DON budget through

in a medi

dmnofcowmnndformskmgandmndmg

Commission Findings

The Commumn found that NHRC's work is over-
biomedical, not personnel research.

The Commission was concemed that placing

NHRC under the Bureau of Naval Personnel

CoMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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(BUPERS) pursuant to the’ recommendation of the
Secretary of Defense would have a detrimental
effect on its biomedical research. NHRC has been
chosen to become a2 research unit under Armed
Forces Medical Research and Development
Agency (AFMRDA). If NHRC were moved to
BUPERS, its access to the medical research com-
munity ‘would be curtailed and its utility to
AFMRDA would be questionable. The Commission
found, therefore, that NHRC shouid remain within
the chain of command of the Bureau of Medicine
mdSurgery,andatmpresanloahon.Sevemg
well-established operational research ties in San
Diego would have a deleterious affect on NHRC's
mission performance not sufficiently offser by the
proposed savings.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substasuially from final criterion 1. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the following:
LheNaval HuM:Puathemer(NHRC) San

tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Naval Personnel Research

and Development Center,
San Diego, California
Category: Technical Centers and Laboratories
Mission: Personnel Research
One-time Cost: $7.9 miltion
Savings: 1996-:2001: $-4.3 miltion (Cost)
Annual: $1.9 million
Retum on Investment: 2004 (4 years)
FINAL ACITON: Disestablish

Secvetary of Defense Recommendation
Disestablish Naval Personnel Research and Devel-
opment Center, San Diego, c:liornn andrelo-
cate its functi and

equipment, anda:ppontothenumuoszval
Personnel, Memphis, Tennessee, and Naval Air
Warfare Center, Training Systems Division, Or-
lando, Florida.

Secretary of Defense Justification
There is an overall reduction in forces
mdaslwpdedmeof!heDONbudgetduough

are supported through customer orders. However,
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the level of forces and the budget are reliable
indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads to 2 rec-
ogrition of excess capacity in these activities. This
excess and the imbalance in force and resource
levels dictate closure/realignment or consoli-
dauon of activities wherever practicable.

Communtty Concerns

The community believes the Naval Personnel
Research and Development Center should be in
close proximity to a fleet concentration in order to

subjects to the Center or to send researchers out

1o the field Concerns were abso over
the number of personnel positions that DoD
claims would be eliminated in the realignment.

The community claimed some positions were
eliminated through force level reductions and
would have occurred regardless of whether
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Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following:
disestablish Naval Personnel Research and Devel-
opment Center, San Diego, Califomnia, and relo-
cate its functions, and appropriate personnel,
equipment, and suppon to the Bureau of Naval
Personnel, Memphis, Tennessee, and Naval Air
Warfare Center, Training Systems Division,

Naval Recruiting District, San Diego,
California

Category: Administrative Activities

Mission: Personnel Support

One-time Cost: $0.3 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $0.1 milion
Annual: None

Return on Investment: 1997 (1 year)

FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Change the receiving site for the Naval Recruiting
District, San Diego, California, specified by the
1993 Commission (1993 Commission Report, at
page 1-39) from “Naval Air Station North Island”
to “other govemment-owned space in San Diego,
California.”

Secretary of Defense Justification

The Nomth Island site is somewhat isolated and
not necessarily conducive to the discharge of a
recruiting mission. Moving this activity to govem-
ment-owned space in a more central and acces-
sible location enhances its operations.
Additionally, with the additional assets being
placed in NAS North Island in this round of
closures and realignments, there is a need for the
space previously allocated to this activity,

Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of the
Navy that relocating Naval Recruiting District from
a remote location at NAS North Island to a more
centrally located site in San Diego would enhance
its ability to attract new recruits. This redirect will
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create space to accommodate the relocation of
other commands to NAS North Island, resulting

Commyission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-struc-
tre phnandﬁmlcmem Therefore, the Com-
mission recommends the following: change the
moelvmgsmford\eNavalRecrumngDm San
Diego, California, specified by the 1993 Commis-
sion (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-39) from
“Naval Air Station North Island” to “other Govemn-
ment-owned space in San Diego, California.”

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California
MNMW
and Maintenance of Naval Sbips
One-ﬁnu Cost: $74.5 million
: 1996-2001: $725.6 miliion

Annsal: $130.6 miltion
Return on Investment: 1997 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Close '

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close the Naval Shipyard Long Beach, California,
except retain the sonar dome t-owned,
contractor-operated facility and those family hous-
ing units needed to fulfill Depantment of the Navy
requirements, particularly those at Naval Weapons
Station, Seal Beach, Califomnia. Relocate necessary
personnel to other naval activities as appropriate,
primarily Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach and
naval activities in the San Diego, California, area.

Secretary of Defense Justification
Despite substantial reductions in depot mainte-
nance capability accomplished in prior base clo-
sure evolutions, as force levels continue to
decline, there is additional excess capacity that
needs to be eliminated. Force structure reductions
by the year 2001 eliminate the requirement for the
Depamnentofdleszynommthlsfacnhty,
including its large-deck drydocking capability. As
a result of BRAC 91, d'sezd)oumngNaval Station
ImgBmhmdosed,andsomeofnsassets
were transferred to the naval shipyard for “ship
support functions.” Of those transferred assets,
only those housing units required to fulfill Depart-
ment of the Navy requirements in the local com-
muting area will be retained after closure of the

naval shipyard.

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Community Concerns

The community argues that closing Long Beach
reduces the least amount of excess capacity and
does not address the 37% excess nuclear capacity
estimated to remain. The community maintains
that the Navy capacity analysis is based solely on
peacetime workload, with no consideration of
drydock capacity for contingency, mobilization,
and future foroe requirements, They believe the
Navy closure process, with respect to drydock
facilities, is not in conformance with United States
Code Title 10, Section 2464, which requires DoD
activities to maintin a logistics capability 10

nanvely,meyarguehunepovﬁnsnluaone
carrier, and making Long Beach Naval
detachment of Puget Sound Naval Shipyard,
would reduce overhead, maintain the large
drydock, and eliminate some of the expense of

homeporting ships in San Diego.
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the assignment of ships 1o homeponts is an opera-
tional, not base closure issue, and thus not appro-
priate for inclusion in its recommendation.

Commission Recommendation
‘IheComionﬁndsdrSeamryofDefense
did not deviate from the force-

Naval Shlpyard Long Beach, California, except
retain the sonar dome Government-owned,
oommropemedfacdnymdd’uefmﬂyhous»
ing units needed to fulfill Depantment of the Navy
mq‘mmﬂls,pamcuhdyﬂmeatNavleapons
Station, Seal Beach, Califomnia. Relocate necessary
personnel to other naval activities as appropriate,
primarily Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach and
naval activities in the San Diego, California area.

Sapervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion
and Repair, USN, Long Beach, California
Category: Supervisors of Shipbuilding,
Conversion, and
Mission: Administration of DON shipbuilding,
nization and masi

Savings: 19962001 $0.8 mittion
Annual: $0.3 million

Return on Investment: 1998 (1 year)

FINAL ACTION: Disestablish

Secretary of Defense Justification
Force-Structure Plan and resource levels navat

Plan.
md’d’:ngBachNtnlSNPY"dvdleﬁm
for this work in this region is antici-
pated to be quite nominal. The predicted
workioad can be efficiently absorbed by SUPSHIP
San Diego.
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Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the closure of Long Beach
Naval Sution in 1991, and the relocation of the
homeported ships had significantly decreased the
need to overhaul ships in privately owned ship-
yards in Long Beach. The Commission found clo-
sure consistent with the Navy's decreased needs.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following:
disestablish the Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Con-
version and Repair, USN, Long Beach, Califomia,
Relocate certain functions, personnel and equip-
ment to Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion
and Repair, USN, San Diego, California,

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport
Division, New London Detachment,
New London, Connecticut

Onetime Cost: $23.4 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $14.3 million
Annual: $ 8 1 million

Return on Investment: 2000 (3 years)

FINAL ACTION: Disestablish

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Disestablish the Naval Undersea Warfare Center,
Newport Division, New London Detachment, New
London, Connecticut, and refocate necessary func-
tions with associated personnel, equipment, and
support to Naval Undersea Warfare Center, New-
port Division, Newpon, Rhode Island. Close the
NUWC New London facility, except retain Pier 7
which is transferred to the Navy Submarine Base
New London. The site presently occupied by the
US. Coast Guard Station, New London, will be
transferred to the US. Coast Guard. The Navy
Submarine Base, New London, Magnetic Silencing
Facility will remain in its present location as a
tenant of the US. Coast Guard. Naval reserve
units will relocate to other naval activities, prima-
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rily NUWC Newport, Rhode Island, and Navy Sub-
marine Base, New London, Connecticut.

Secretary of Defense Justification
There is an overall reduction in operational forces
and a sharp decline of the DON budget through
FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers
mdﬂiculuodetznnme because these activities
d through orders. However,
xheleveloffomesandmebudgamtelnble
indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a rec-
ognition of excess capacity in these activities. This
excess and the imbalance in force and resource
levels dictate closure/realignment or consolidation
of activities wherever practicable. The closure of
this activity completes the undersez warfare cen-
tes consolidation begun in BRAC 91. It not only
reduces excess capacity, but, by consolidating cer-
tain functions at NUWC Newport, Rhode Island,
achieves efficiencies and economies in manage-
ment, thus reducing costs.

Community Concerns

The community believes the Secretary’s closure
recommendation is significantly flawed, and
asserts: (1) military value is compromised, (2)
costs are understated, and (3) savings are over-
stated. The community's primary concems relate
to the ratonale and costs associzted with the
BRAC 91 recommendation to close the New Lon-
don Detachment. Overall, the community con-
tends the 1991 realignment has significantly
overrun estimated one-time costs and, 2s a resuit,
the payback period now exceeds 100 years. The
community believes because of inaccuracies and
discrepancies in data submitted in 1991, the Com-
mission should stop the 1991 decision, and reject
the 1995 recommendation to complete the reloca-
tion of the New London Detachment to Newport,
Rhode Island.

Commission Findings

Closure of the New London Detachment com-
pletes the undersea warfare center consolidation
begun in BRAC 91. The Commission found that
closure of this activity reduces excess upadty,
consolidates h and devel
and reduces cost. The Commission found that no
significant losses in technical capabilities or delays
in ongoing research, development, test and evalu-
ation would result from this action. Buildings at
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the receiving site are suitable to host equipment

moved from New London. , the Com-
mission found the Navy adequately supported its
cost and savings estimates,

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following:
disestablish

unitsww:elomwodmmvzlmma,
nlyNUWCNewpon.Rhodelshnd,andNavySub—
marine Base, New London, Connecticut.

One-time Cost: $ 6.5 milion
Savings: 19962001: § 1.1 miltion
Annual: Nowe

Return on [nvestment: 1996 (Immediaie)
FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Seauafyafmkmmndauon
Change the site for the Naval Recruiting
Command, Washington, D.C., specified by the
1993 Commission (1993 Commission Report, at
page 1-59) from “Naval Training Center, Great
Lakes, Hlinois” to “Naval Support Activity, Mem-
phis, Tennessee.”

mofmjww

Depanment'spohcy
emment-owned space. It also reduces the require-
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ment to effect new jon, and reduces re-
sulting potential building congestion, at NTC
Great Lakes.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commisston Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that changing the relocation site for NRC
fmmNrCGmtukato:heNavalSuppmAcuv-

increases the efficiency of the NRC by coliocating
the Navy's recruiting and personnel management
commands.

Commission Recommendation
The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: change
the mewmg site for the Naval Recruiting Com-
mand, Washington, D.C., specified by the 1993
Commission (1993 Commission Report, at page
1-59) from “Naval Training Center, Great Lakes,
Illinois® to “Navai Support Activity, Memphis,
Tennessee.”

Naval Security Group Command
Detachmsent Potomac, Washingtoa, D.C

ton, D.C, from “National Security Agency, Ft
MadeMa.ryhnd specified by the 1993 Commis-
sion (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-55) to
“Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, D.C."

Secretary of Defense Justification
The mission of this activity requires that it be
collocated with space surveillance hardware. This
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can most effectively be accomplished by housing
this activity at the Naval Research Laboratory. By
this redirect, the cost of moving this activity to
Fort Meade can be avoided.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that permitting the Naval Security Group
Command Detachment Potomac to remain in its
present location at the Navy Research Laboratory
incurs no additional cost and preserves the
command’s access to space surveillance equip-
ment essential to mission performance.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: change
the receiving site for the Naval Security Group
Command Detachment Potomac, Washington,
D.C., from “National Security Agency, Fort Meade,
Maryland” specified by the 1993 Commission
(1993 Commission Report, at page 1-59) to “Naval
Research Laboratory, Washington, D.C.”

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida

Category: Operational Air Station

Mission: Support Aviation Operations

One-time Cost: $66.6 miltion

Savings: 1996-2001: $303.6 milkion
Annual: $11.5 million

Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993
Commission (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-
20) from “Marine Corps Air Suation, Cherry Point,
North Carolina; Naval Air Station, Oceana, Vir-
ginia; and Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort,
South Carolina” to “other naval air stations, prima-
rily Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia; Marine
Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South Carolina; Naval
Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida; and Naval Air
Station, Atlanta, Georgia; or other Navy or Marine
CorpsAerumwnhtheneoesaryapmtymd
support infrastructure.” In addition, add the fol-
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lowing: “To support Naval Air Station, Jackson-
ville, retain OLF Whitehouse, the Pinecastle target
complex, and the Yellow Water family hous-
ing area.”

Secretary of Defense Justification

Despite the large reduction in operational infra-
structure accomplished during the 1993 round of
base closure and realignment, since DON force
structure experiences a reduction of over 10 per-
cent by the year 2001, there continues to be addi-
tional excess' capacity that must be eliminated. In
evaluating operational bases, the goal was to
retain only that infrastructure necessary to sup-
port the future force structure without impeding
operational flexibility for deployment of that
force. This recommended redirect achieves several
important aims in furtherance of current Depart-
mental policy and operational needs. First, it
avoids the substantial new construction at MCAS
Cherry Point that would be required i the F/A-18s
from NAS Cecil Field were relocated there, which
would 2dd to existing excess capacity, and utilizes
exnsnng apamy at NAS Oceam This avoidance

tions are equivalent to the
valucofmenstmgtacmlzmmnmvalausu-

air assets in the Atlantic Fleet with the other avia-
tion ASW assets at NAS Jacksonville and NAVSTA
Mayport and support for those assets. Third, it
permits recognition of the superior demographics
for the Navy and Marine Corps reserves by reloca-
tion of reserve assets to Atlantz, Georgia.
Community Concerns

The MCAS Cherry Point community feels the DoD
recommenxtation for the redirect of F/A-18 assets
originally based at NAS Cecil Field is flawed. They
contend the costs used for the redirect to NAS
Oceama, Virginia were based on a significantly
smaller number of aircraft than was used for the
1993 DoD recommendation. Therefore, the figures
should be adjusted to account for the current
force structure and construction standards. Since
the 1993 Commission report was released, the
Chenry Point community claims that significant
money has been spent in and around the base 10
accommodate the additional aircraft. New schools
have been built and the private sector has
invested in community services anticipating
execution of the 1993 Commission recommenda-
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tion. The community also believes this redirect
would eliminate inter-servicing of aircraft at

msmonnadevmﬁmdnxbmm
The NAS Oceana community strongly supports the

the air station 2nd out of the accident poteniial
zones. The community believes overcrowding is
not an issue for the air station and the actual
levels of aircrafi assigned after the redirects will
be less than were assigned in 1991.

Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that the accelerated retirement of the A-GE
aircraft at NAS Oceana creates 2 vacancy in exist-
ing facilities. This redirect uses this capacity and
avoids substantial new construction at MCAS
Cherry Point, Nosth Carolina. The recommenda-
uonalsoprm:dxsev«alopamomladvmma&

ASW aircraft at NAS Jacksonville. It also bases
active duty Navy carmier besed jets with similar
Marine Corps units at MCAS Beaufort, South Caro-
lina, and sends two reservé squadrons of F/A-18's
to NAS Adanta. In addition, the Commission
agreed with the need to retain OLF Whitshouse,
the Pinecastle target complex, and the Yeliow
Water family housing area to support NAS Jack-
sonville. The Commission believed that MCAS
Cherry Point should be considered for additional
missions in the future.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: change
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Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that the proposed realignment of NAS
Key West will allow the Navy to continue to access
needed airspace and ranges while at the same
time reduce excess infrastructure. The original rec-
ommendation was changed o reflect the Navy's
request to allow them the option to divest addi-
tional property.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 1. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the following:
realign Naval Air Station, Key West to a Naval Air
Facility and dispose of all property not required to
support opmuoml commitments, including cer-
tain of Truman Annex and Trumbo Point
(including piers, wharves and buildings). The
Commission finds this recommendation is consis-
tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Naval Aviation Depot, Pensacola, Florida
: Naval Aviation Depots

Mission: Aviation Maintenance

One-time Cost: $1.5 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $2.4 million

Annsal: $0.2 miliion
Return on Investment: 1996 (immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Clnngedlemoommendmonofmelmccmm:s-
sion (1993 Commission Report, at pages 1-42/43)
bymkmgthefollowing"ln addition, the Com-

mission recommends that the whirl tower and
dynzmlccomponamﬁalnybemed:ocrmry
Point Navy or Corpus Christi Army Depots or the
private sector, in lieu of the Navy’s plan to retain
these operations in a siand-alone facility at
NADEP Pensacola.”

Secretary of Defense Justification

Despite substamu] xeducnons in depot mainte-
nance in prior base clo-
sure evolutions, as force levels. continue to
decline, there is additional excess capacity that
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needs 10 be eliminated. Naval Aviation Depot,
Pensacola, was closed in BRAC 93, except for the
whxrltoweranddymmcmponenu&ahty
Subseq to that decisi
the{mluylnsbeenidemﬁedmdmeu}mm
Ammy or the Navy, and insufficient private sector
interest in that facility has been expressed. Addi-
tionally, the Depot Maintenance Joint Cross-Ser-
vice Group (JCSG-DM) examined these functions
in response to Congressional interest in reexamin-
ing the BRAC 93 action. The JCSG-DM determined
that the Pensacola facilities could not indepen-
dently fulfill the entire future DoD requirement,
but that the Ammy facilities at Corpus Christi Army
Depot, combined with the Navy facilities at
NADEP Cherry Point, could. This recommendation
will allow the disposal of the whirl tower and the
rehabilitation of the dynamic components facility
buildings for use by the Naval Air Technical Train-
ing Center.

Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: change
the recommendation of the 1993 Commission
(1993 Commission Report, at pages 1-42/43) by
striking the following: “In addition; the Commis-
sion recommends that the whirl tower and
dynamic components facility be moved to Cherry
Point Navy or Corpus Christi Army Depots or the
private sector, in lieu of the Navy's plan to retain
these operations in a stand-alone facility at
NADEP Pensacola.”

Naval Research Lsboratory, Underwater
Sound Reference Detachment,
Orlando, Florida

Category: Navy Research Lab
Mission: Sets standards end calivrations
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Savings: 1996-2001: $3.7 million
Annual: $2.8 miltion

Return on Investment: 2000 (3 years)

FINAL ACTION: Disestablish

Secvetary of Defense Recommendation
Disestablish the Naval Research Laboratory,
Underwater Sound Reference Detachment (NRL

UndetsuWa:faxeCe:m Newpoansnon,New
port, Rhode Island, except for the Anechoic Tank
Facility I, which will be excessed.

SemtaryofDq&mMuuon
There is an overall reduction in forces
andzshnpdecluofd:engNbudgetdmugh

are supported through customer orders. However,
the level of forces and of the budget are reliable
indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a rec-
ognition of excess capacity in these activities. This
excwsandmeimbahmemlorcemdreswme
levels dictate closure/! or consolidation
of activities whemer practicable. The dis-
estal of this laboratory reduces excess
capacity by eliminating unnecessasily redundant
capability, since requirements can be met by reli-
ance on alternative lakes that exist in the DON

Newport,
high, and the mission's operations would be jeop-
ardized. In addition, the community maintained
the lab utilizes a nearby lake that has unique
properties that would be difficult to duplicate, and
there could be a large cost associated with accom-
mdaungaﬂxnmncﬁuuhm More-
over, the numdlhemvydndnot

smnlsnﬁatOﬂandoullnamvetoNcwpom
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Commission Findings
The Commission found no reason to disagree with

and a unique lake nearby, advances in technology
have obviated the need for the Lab.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the followmg
disestablish the Naval Research Laboratory, Under:

water Sound Reference Detachment (NRL
UWSRD), Orlando, Florida. Relocate the calibra-
tion and standards function with associated per-
sonnel, equipment, and support to the Naval
Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division, New-
port, Rhode Island, except for the Anechoic Tank
Facility I, which will be excessed.

Navy Nuclear Power Propulsion
Training Center, Naval Training
Center, Orlando, Florida

Category: Naval Training Center

Mission: Training of Officer and Enlisted
Personne!

One-time Cost: $146.6 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $41.5 msition

Annual: $8.7 miition
Return on Investment: 1997 (1 year)
FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Change the receiving site specified by the 1993
Commission (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-
38) for the “Nuclear Power School” (or the Navy
Nuclear Power Training Center) from
“he Submarine School at the Naval Submarine
Base (NSB), New London” w"NavaleponsSn-
tion, Charleston, South Carolina.”

Secretary of Defense Justification

The decision of the 1993 Commission to retain the
submarine piers at Naval Submarine Base New
London, Connecticut, meant that some of the fa-
cilities designated for occupancy by the Navy
NudeeroqumpuhonT Cenmwere
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Weapons Station, Charleston achieves an enhanced
training capability, provides ready access to the
moored training ships now at the Weapons Sia-
tion, and avoids the significant costs of building
and/or renovating facilities at New London.

Community Concerns

Community concems were received from both
New Llondon, Connecticut and Orlando, Florida.
The New London community expressed concern
over whether they were fairly evaluated. The com-
munity argued the cost estimates for New London
construction were than in Charleston be-
cause the projected student load used was higher
for New London. Additionally, the community as-
serted the Navy added unnecessary costs for the
school in general when they decided to move the
school to a new location. The New London com-
munity questioned the decision to create new
infrastructure in Charleston, and also questioned
whether the Charleston cost estimates included all
new infrastructure expenses. Finally, the New
London community believes synergy would be
lost between the Nuclear Power School students
and the Sub School in New London if the redirect
was accepted.

The Orlando community expressed concern that
the Navy had not considered retaining the school
in Orlando following a change in the situation that
necessitated the redirect in the first place. The
Orando community argued no large military con-
struction costs would be necessary to keep the
school in Orlando and that this represented the
best scenario for the Department of the Navy.

Commission Findings

The Commission found that even after considering
possible variances in the original cost estimates,
the final analysis still supported the recommenda-
tion to redirect the training center from New Lon-
don to Charleston. The Commission found the
recurring savings associated with the Charieston
site overcame cost avoidance and cost of con-
struction at the New London and Orlando sites.
The recurring cost savings at Chareston derived
from both lower base operating costs and Perma-
nent Change of Station (PCS) cost avoilances.
The PCS savings occur because the Navy Nuclear
Prototype Trainer, a follow-on school attended
by one half of each graduating class, is already
located in Charleston. Other causes of cost variance
reviewed by the Commission included updated
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bachelor housing requirements which raised the
amount of space per person from the origi-
nal standard and student base loading which
decreased from the 1993 recommendation
baseline. The Commission also found that there
was sufficient room for development at the
Charleston site without encroaching on any wet-
lands or explosive arcs from the Naval Magazine.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantiaily from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: change
the receiving site specified by the 1993 Commis-
sion (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-38) for
the “Nuclear Power School” (or the Navy Nuclear
Power Propulsion Training Center) from “the Sub-
marine School at the Naval Submarine Base
(NSB), New London” to “Naval Weapons Station,
Charleston, South Carolina.”

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Guam
Category: Supply Center
Mission: Supply Support
One-time Cost: $17.9 million
Savings: 1996:2001: $128.8 million
Annual: $27.8 miillion
Return on Investhment: 1997 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Disestablish

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Disestablish the Fleet and Industrial Supply
Center, Guam.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers (FISC) are fol-
lower activities whose existence depends upon
active fleet units in their homeport area. Prior and
current BRAC actions closing both Naval Air Sta-
tion, Guam and a portion of Naval Activities,
Guam have smﬁamly reduccd this activity’s
customer base. The workload can effi-
ciently be handled by other activities on Guam or
by other FISCs.

In addition to the concems mentioned in the Na-
val Activities Guam section, Guam's community
expressed concern that the fuel farm the Fleet and
Industrial Supply Center (FISC) owns and operates
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could not be umed over to a private organization
because of its age, 2s well as a possible require-
ment to siore DoD fuels. Additionally, the com-
munity expressed concern the language in the
recommendation was not specific enough for
Guam to be assured it would be able 10 reuse the
facilities for economic revitalization.

Commission Findings

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) was tied
to the location of its lurgest customer, the Military
Sealift Command (MSC) vessels. If the MSC ships
remain on Guam, a supply center would have to
be retained by the Navy. Retention of the FISC
would eliminate most of the savings projected by
the Navy and the Commission.

The Commission agreed with the Commander in
Chief United States Forces, Pacific that appropriate
assets, the fuel farm and associated facilities
should be remined given the strategic location of
Guam.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 1. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the following:
disestablish the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center
(FISC), Guzm Remn assets and the
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Peari Harbor, Hawaii. Relocane Military Sealift

D»sestzblishzheNavalPacﬁcMmologyand
Oceanographic Center-WESTPAC, except for the

Joint Typhoon Waming Center, which relocates to

the Naval Pacific Meteorology and Oceanographic
Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. Disestablish the
Afloat Training Group-WESTPAC. All other Depart-
ment of Defense activities that are presently on
Guam may remain cither as a tenant of Naval
Activities, Guam or other appropriate naval activity.
Retain waterfront assets for suppori, mobilization,
and contingencies and to suppont the afloat tender.

atcducnonofovermper-

future force structure without impeding opera-
tional fiexibility for deployment of that force.
Shifting deployment pattems in the Pacific Fleet
reduce the need for 2 fully functional naval sta-
tion. Operational and forward basing consider-
ations require access 10 Guam. However, since no
combatant ships are homeported there, elimina-
nonofdtmvalmumﬁu‘liwswhlchmnot

o mobilization and/or contin-

the force-structure plan and final criteria,

Naval Activities, Guam
Category: Naval Station
Mission: Support Homeported Ships
One-time Cost : $93.1 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $66.2 militon
Annual: $42.5 million
Return on Investment: 2000 (1 year)
FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Realign Naval Activities Guam. Relocate all ammu-
nition vessels and associated personnel and sup-
port to Naval Magazine, Lualualei, Hawaii.
Relocate all other combat logistics force ships and
associated personnel and support 1o Naval Station,

gencyopenmallowsremovaldexcssmpac-
ity while retaining this necessary access.

Community Concerns

The Guam community expressed concem on 2
variety of issues. Foremost was the issue of reuse.
The community believes it should be given every
opportunity for full use of the facilities and prop-
erty for economic revimalization. The community
believes this is essential in light of the unique
difficulties Guam has experienced since the end
of World War II.

'l'heGuamconmunnyarguedlwoodnrrehled

receiving site should be removed from all recom-
mendations. This woukd give the Navy more flex-
ibility in properly stationing the assets 1o meet

CHAPTER 1



Second, all accepted recommendations should be
executed on the last day of the two year imple-
mentation period. This would allow a two year
transitional period and permit more time for eco-
nomic revitalization planning.

In addition to the altemative scenarios, the com-
munity voiced concern over the land disposition
process. During the turnover process associated
with Guam Land Use Plan 1977 (GLUP 77), lands
were tied up in legal proceedings for decades,
thus removing any chance for revitalization. The
community asked that all lands marked as excess
during GLUP 77 and 94, which had not been
turned over for reuse, be included in the
Commission’s recommendation.

The community also asked the Commission to
direct the Navy to bring to full, efficient, work-
ing order any facilities that were to be closed
before being wmed over to the community. This
included Piti Power plant, fuel famms and any
piers damaged by the last eanthquake. -
Finally, the Guam community asked the Commis-
sion to close the Naval Magazine and that its asso-
ciated water reservoir be tumed over to the
Government of Guam. The magazine would then
be consolidated with the magazine at Andersen
Air Force Base, Guam.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the key to all of the Guam
recommendations was the disposition of the Mili-
tary Sealift Command (MSC) vessels, The Commis-
sion concurred with the Secretary of Defense’s
position that shifting deployment pattems in the
Western Pacific (WESTPAC) have lessened the
requirement for the MSC ships to be stationed out
of Guam. This changing i impacts the
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) mission
and HC-5 helicopter squadron because this sup-
port needs to be located wherever the MSC ves-
sels are to be stationed. Concurrently, the
Commission agreed with the Secretary of Defense
that Guam would continue to be of strategic im-
portance and require continued access to the facil-
ities and harbor.

The Commission also agreed with the request of
the jonal commander to allow flexibility in
locating the Military Sealift Command vessels and
their suppon. If a decision is made to retain the
MSC vessels on Guam, then most of the savings
projected in the above figures will not occur.
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The Commission reviewed the 1994 Guam Land
Use Plan (GLUP) implementation process at the
community’s request. The Commission found
including the release of GLUP lands in the
Commission's rec dation would allow a
more rapid transfer of lands and property. The
Commission also analyzed the possibility of clos-
ing the Naval Magazine on Guam or consolidating
it with the magazine on Andersen Air Force Base
(AAFB). With the assistance of the Navy, the Com-
mission found closing or consolidating the maga-
zine was uneconomical, unsafe, and would mean
the loss of irreplaceable training capabilities.

Finally, the Commission found that it was in the
best interests of both the Navy and the community
to work together for economic revitalization. The
Commission supports the Navy's position, as
stated in Assistant Secretary of the Navy Pirie’s
April 21, 1995 letter 10 Delegate Robert A.
Underwood of Guam.

It is our objective to convey, through
long-term leases, outright transfers, or
any other mutually agreeable arrange-
ment, as much of the land and facilities
as possible from the affected activities
on Guam so as to stimulate local eco-
nomic grouth while, at the same time,
providing us [the US. Navy] with the stra-
tegic flexibility to maintain the necessary
operational access 1o Guam port facilisies.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 1. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the following:
realign Naval Activities, Guam. Locate all Military
Sealift Command assets and related personnel and
support at available DoD activities or in rented
facilities as required to support operational com-
mitments. Disestablish the Naval Pacific Meteorol-
ogy and Oceanographic Center-WESTPAC, except
for the Joint Typhoon Waming Center, which
relocates to the Naval Pacific Meteorology and
Oceanographic Center, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii.
Disestablish the Afloat Training Group-WESTPAC.
All other Department of Defense activities that are
presently on Naval Activities may remain either as
a tenant of Naval Activities or other appropriate
naval activity. Retain front assets for support,
mobilization, oomngenas,msuppmmeaﬂmt
tender, and to support shared use of these assets
consistent with operational requirements if appro-
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priate. Dispose of property owned by Naval
Activities declared releasable under the 1994
Guam Land Use Plan with appropriate restrictions.
The Commission finds this recommendation is
consistent with the force-structure plan and final
criteria.

Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam
Category: Naval Air Station

1996-2001: $213.8 miltion
Annual: $21.7 miftion
Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secvetary of Defense Recommendation
the reces

“other naval or DoD air stations in the Continental
United States and Hawaii.”

Secretary of Defense Justification
Other BRAC 95 actions recommended the partial
closmeofNavalAm‘v’lies.Gwm.whhreguﬁon

Activities, Guam to Hawaii. Among the aircraft at
Naval Activities, Guam is a squadron of
performing logistics functions in

T
g

In addition to0 the concems mentioned in the Naval
Activities Guam section, Guam'’s community
expressed conoemn that while the redirect of the
VQ-1 and VQ-5 squadrons is understandable, the
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Power Plant. The community believes the officer
housing should be turned over to the community
because it is the only part of the former NAS that
was retzined. In addition, the community believas
that because the housing is in a2 separate area,
retzining it would not be consistent with the
Guam Land Use Plan (GLUP), which stated con-
solidation of facilities was a primary goal. The
community further believes there is sufficient
housing available for military officers. The com-
munity is worried that the Navy would not main-
uin the Piti Power Plant prior to turning it over to
the Government of Guam. Additionally, the com-
munity believes that because the closings or
realignments will not reduce any PWC functions,
closing it would not make sense.

Commission Findings

The Commission found it was not economical to
entirely close the Public Works Center but the
Navy should be allowed to reduce workforce and
facilities as workload decreases. The Commission
also found, there was no need to retzin the officer
housing on the former Naval Air Station Agana,
Guam, because the number of officers on Guam
has been reduced.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds that the Secretary of
Defense deviated ally from final critesion 5.
ing: realign Public Works Center, Guam, to maich
assigned workload. Close the officer housing at
the former Naval Air Smtion, Agana, Guam. The
Commission finds this recommendation is consis-
tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Ship Repair Facility, Guam

Category: Naval Sbipyards

Mission: Maintenance and Repair of Naval Sbips

One-time Cost: $8.4 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $171.9 miliion
Annual: $37.8 million

Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close the Naval Ship Repair Facility (SRF), Guam,
except transfer appropriate assets, including the
piers, the floating drydock, its typhoon basin
an , the recompression chamber, and the
floating crane, to Naval Activities, Guam.
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Secretary of Defense Justification

Despite substantial reductions in depat main-
tenance capability accomplished in prior base
closure evolutions, as force levels continue to
decline, there is additional excess capacity that
needs to be eliminated. While operational and for-
ward basing considerations require access to
Guam, a fully functional ship repair facility is not
required. The workload of SRF Guam can be
entirely met by other Department of the Navy
facilities. However, retention of the waterfront
assets provides the DON with the ability to meet
voyage repair and emergent requirements that
may arise in the Western Pacific.

Community Concerns

In addition to the concerns mentioned in the Naval
Activities Guam section, the community expressed
concern Guam was being penalized under the
Navy's interpretation of 10 U.S.C. 7309, which has
prohibited performance of any non-voyage repair
work on U.S. Navy vessels other than those
homeported in Guam. If Guam is prohibited from
bidding on US. ship repair work, then a major
potential source of income would be excluded
from any economic revitalization efforts. The com-
munity also argued the best way for the facilities
and equipment to be maintained at the SRF would
be for them to be used by the private sector
because the high humidity and heat would dete-
riorate the equipment if it were left idle.

Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defensetha(!:rgemducﬁonsinworklmd,mu

work at private repair facilities on Guam.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close the
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Naval Ship Repair Facility (SRP),

These were no formal expressions from the
community.
Commission Findings

portions of the Naval Air Station would avoid
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costs in developing replacements and would
improve Quality of Life issues in the affected area.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate subsiantially from the force-
plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
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ognition of excess capacity in these activities. This
excessam:lthembahmeinfaceandmme

technical center and the relocation of its principal
functions to three other technical centers, realizing
both a reduction in excess capacity and significant
economies while raising aggregate military value.

Community Concerns
The Indianapolis community believes that the
military value calculation performed by the Navy
for integrated capabilities does not aocum.ely
reflect the integrated value of the i
'meyalsoexpreued

Commission Findings
The Commission found that the Navy excluded
$8.6 million in costs for a duplicative EP-3/ES-3
system capability that would have jeopardized
fleet support during the estimated moving time to
NAWC China lLake, California The Commission
alsofoundd\atmeNavyemhdedSS&Guﬂlion
in closure related costs. The Commission
believes that these exclusions could raise the one-
time closure cost to $125 million. The Commission
foundthatlheNavyuuduﬂhmdﬂnmlhty
value for the i

of the facility in serving the Department of the
Navy. These integrated engineering and
prototyping capabllmes, along with NAWC
Indianapolis's consistent level of $330 millioa in
reimbursable funding, lead the Commission to
conclude that the NAWC Indianapolis is a prime
candidate for privatization. The Commission
strongly urges the Department of the Navy to
allow privatization of these assets.
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The Commission found that if the Community pro-
posal for privatization of NAWC Indianapolis is
successful, the costs and savings estimated by
DoD could be different. As a result of this uncer-
ninty, n\dbeausedn(:ommnxspmhibaed

mplemunﬁnllydnCommunay’spmpoal
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Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane
Division Detachment, Louisville, Kentucky. Relocate
appropriate functions, personnel, equipment, and
support to other naval activities. primarily the
Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia; the Naval Surface
Warfare Center, Port Hueneme, California; and the
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane, Indiana.

Secretary of Defense Justification

There is an overall reduction in operational forces
and a sharp decline of the DON budget through
FY 2001, Specific reductions for technical centers
are difficult to determine, because these activities
are supported through customer orders. However,
the level of forces and the budget are reliable
indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a rec-
ognition of excess capacity in these activities. This
excess and the imbalance in force and resource
levels dictate closure/realignment or consolidation
of activities wherever practicable. Consistent with
the Depantment of the Navy's efforts to remove
depot level maintenance workload from technical
centers and refum it to depot industrial activities,
this action consolidates ships’ systems (guns)
depot and general industrial workload at NSYD
Norfolk, which has many of the required facilities
in place. The functional distribution of workload
in this manner offers an opportunity for cross-
servicing part of the gun plating workload to the
Watervliet Arsenal in New York. System integra-
tion engineering will relocate to NSWC Port
Hueneme, with the remainder of the engineering
workload and Close-in-Weapons System (CIWS)
depot maintenance functions relocating to NSWC
Crane. The closure of this activity not only
reduces excess capacity, but relocation of func-
tional workload to activities performing similar
work will result in additional efficiencies and
economies in the management of those functions.

Community Concerns

The Louisville community believes that $240 million
of closure related costs were improperly excluded
from the one-time closure costs by the Navy. The
community is abowt the economic impact
and has made a proposal for a public-private pant-
nership involving two private companies, the
Navy, and the City of Louisville. This proposal
would be implemented as an altemative reuse of the
closed facility. The community is concerned that 2
recommendation not interfere with its proposal.
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Commission Findings

The Commission found that the Navy did not esti-
mate the necessary Technical Repair Standard
(TRS) costs at the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, and
that implementation of this transferring workload
could require an additional $18 million in TRS
costs. The Commission also found that the Navy
did not include $13.4 million in closure related
moving costs. The Commission found that these
additional costs could increase the one-time cost
to close to $136 million. A Naval Audit Service
Report was conducted as a result of allegations
about improper handling of data call information
from Louisville to the Base Structure Analysis
Team. The Commission found that the Naval Audit
Service Report would have no impact on the
Navy's decision to recommend closure of NSWC
Louisville. The Commission found that the gun
systems engineering functions at Louisville are
consistent with operational requirements, and that
collocation of these engineering functions with
the maintenance and overhaul functions per-
formed at the facility has contributed substantially
to the effectiveness of the facility in serving the
Department of the Navy. These integrated engi-
neering, maintenance and overhaul capabilities,
along with NSWC Louisville’s plating facility, led
the Commission to strongly urge the Department
of the Navy to allow privatization of these assets.

The Commission found that if the Community pro-
posal for privatization of NSWC Louisville is suc-
cessful, the costs and savings estimated by DoD
could be different. As a result of this uncertainty,
and because the Commission is prohibited from
considering reuse planning when making its rec-
ommendations, the Commission accepted and
used the DoD cost and savings data in its delib-
erations. The Commission has also identified
uncertzinties in the Navy's cost 1o close but these
are speculative. The Commission adopted the
DoD costs in making its final recommendation.
The Commission adopted the DoD recommenda-
tion to close NSWC Louisville, but provided the
Navy discretionary authority to implement fully
the Community's proposal.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1 and 4.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol-
lowing: close the Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Crane Division Detachment, Louisville. Transfer
workload, equipment and fadilities to the private
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mreplmandﬁmlcﬁem

Naval Biodyaamics Lsboratory,

New Orleans, Louisians
mwmm

Mission: Conducts biomedical research on the

cﬂmqf’mmuﬂ&ym
One-time costs: $0.6 miftion
Savings: 1996-2001: $14.1 mittion
Annual: $2.9 miltion
Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTTON: Close

nel to Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton,
OQhio, and Naval Aeromedical Research Labora-
tory, Pensacola, Florida.

Secretary of Defense Justification

There is an overall reduction in operational forces
and a sharp decline of the DON budget thsough
FY 2001. Specific reductions for sechaical centers
are difficult to determine, because these activities
are supported through cussomer orders. However,
the level of forces and the budget are refisbie
indicators of sharp declines in technical cemeer
workload through FY 2001, which leads 10 2 rec-
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maintaining access to its capabilities on an as-
needed basis.

Commusinity Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Rindings
TheConmnmfmmdnomsouwdsayeewuh

of New Orleans.




FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers
are difficull 10 determine, because these activities
are supported through customer orders. However,
the level of forces and of the budget are reliable
indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a rec-
ognition of excess capacity in these activities. This
excess and the imbalance in force and resource
levels dictate closure/realignment or consolidation
of activities wherever practicable. This closure and
realignment achieves a principal objective of the
DoD by cross-servicing part of this laboratory’s
workload and furthers the BRAC 91 Tri-Service
Project Reliance Study decision by collocating
medical research with the Army. Other portions of
that workioad can be assumed by another Navy
installation with only a transfer of cenain person-
nel, achieving both 2 reduction in excess capacity
and a cost savings by eliminating a redundant
capability in the area of diving research.

Communily Concerns

The Maryland community generally supports the
recommendation of the Secretary of Defense, with
the exception of the part that concemed the Div-
ing Medicine Facility. The community supported
cantonment of the Diving Medicine Facility, be-
cause of its unique facilities and research. The
community believes the COBRA data were flawed
and the cost 1o move undersiated. In addition, the
community expressed a concern that the hyper-
baric chambers used for animal research, not just
the “manned” facilities, should be retained for
future studies.

Commission: Findings

The Commission found no reason o disagree with
the Department of Defense recommendation or
justification, The movement of all but the Diving
Medicine Facility to Walter Reed had been
planned before the Secretary’s rec i
were submitied to the Commission, and has the
universal suppont of all parties concemed. The
Commission found this part of the recommenda-
tion consistent with the DoD-wide goal of
interservicing.

While the Diving Medicine Facility at Bethesda
has a long history in its field, the Commission
found the Navy Experimental Diving Unit in
Panama City, Florida was well-equipped to in-
clude this mission in its large spectrum of activity.
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Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close the
Naval Medical Research Institute (NMRI},
Bethesda, Maryland. Consolidate the personnel of
the Diving Medicine Program with the Experimen-
tal Diving Unit, Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Dahigren Division, Coastal Systems Station,
Panama City, Florida. Relocate. the Infectious Dis-
eases, Combat Casualty Care and Operational
Medicine programs along with necessary pefson-
nel and equipment to the Walter Reed Ammy Insti-
tute for Research at Forest Glen, Maryland.

Naval Surface Warfare Center,

Savings: 1996-2001: $23.8 million
Annual $11.7 milion

Return on Investment: 2000 (2 years)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Carderock Division Detachment, Annapolis, Mary-
land, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road,
Annapolis, except transfer the fue! storage/refuel-
ing sites and the water treaunent facilities to Naval
Station, Anmapolis to support the U.S. Naval Acad-
emy and Navy housing. Relocate appropriate

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Naval Surface Weap-
ons Center, Carderock Division, Carderock, Mary-
land; and the Naval Research Laboratory,

other components of the Center in the local area
as appropriate.

Secretary of Defense Justification

There is an overall reduction in operational forces
and a sharp decline of the Department of the
Navy budget through 2001. Specific reductions
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for technical centers are difficult to determine
because these activities are supported through
customer orders. However, the level of forces and
memdgammmmamm
in technical center workioad through 2001, which
Jeads 10 a recognition of excess capacily in these
activities. This excess and the imbakmce in force

nxetoulchsmeofdmwdnmlomerm
overall excess capacity in this casegory of installa-
tions, asweﬂzsexmupadyspecﬁclodls
particular installation. It resukts in synergistic offi-
ciendsbydxmmnngamsnndcoloat
ing technical personnel at the two primary
remaining sites involved in bull, machinery, and
equipment associated with naval vessels. it allows
the movement of work to other Navy, DoD, aca-
demic and private industry fuacilities, and the
excessing of some facilities not in continuous
use. It also collocates RDT&E efforts with the In-
Service Engineering work and facilities, %0 incor-
porate lessons leamed from fleet opesstions and
to increase the technical response pool o solve
immediate problems.

Community Concerns
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ing to assume the risk associated with the closure
of two research facilities in Annapolis. The Com-
nmfomdlhtemaﬁammdemgpowble

structure plan anxd final criceria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close the
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division




Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Dahigren Division Detachment,
White Oak, Maryland

Category: Technical Centers
and Laboratories

Mission: Research, Development,
Testing,

One-time Cost: $2.9 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $28.7 million
Annual: $6.0 miltion

Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren
Division Detachment, White Oak, Maryland. Relo-
cate the functions, personnel and equipment asso-
ciated with Ship Magnetic Signature Control R&D
Complcx to the Naval Surfice Warfare Center,

Carderock, Maryland, and the functions and per-
sonnel associated with reentry body dynamics
research and development to the Naval Surface
Warfare Center, Dahigren, Virginia.

Secretary of Defense Justification
There is an overall reduction in operational forces
and a sharp decline of the DON budget through
FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers
zm difficult to determine, because these activities
supported customer orders. However,
melevelofforcesandzhebndgetuemlhble
indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a rec-
ognition of excess capacity in these activities. This
excess and the unbahncemfovoeandmource

unnecessary
capabilities, sameafewNavyfacﬂ:nawmleﬁat
NSWC White Oak only because Naval Sea Systems
Command was relocating there as a result of
BRAC 93. However, those facilities can be
excessed, and the Naval Sea Systems Command
can be easily accommodated at the Washington
Navy Yard.
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Community Concerns

ThecommunityexpmsedconcemthanheDoD
recommendation makes no provision for the con-
tinued operation of a number of facilities at NSWC
White Oak, which the community believes are
critica) national assets. These assets, the commu-
nity argues, see joint, interagency, and commercial
use. Two facilities were of the greatest concern:
the Nuclear Weapons Effect Test Facility and the
Hypervelocity Wind Tunnel. The community felt
dmnsaclu:ongmngneedfordmefacﬂmes,
and because no compamble assets exist else-
where, they must remain operable. The commu-
nity believes any savings from the closure of
NSWC White Oak would evaporate when the
costs to continue to operate these facilities, to
move them, or 1o duplicate them in another loca-
tion are added to the analysis.

Commission Findings

The Commission’s primary concem regarding this
recommendation was the final disposition of the
technical facilities located at White Oak, especially
the Hypervelocity Wind Tunne! and the Nuclear
Weapons Effect Facility. The recommendation of
the Secretary of Defense contended that these
facilities were no longer critical, however, there
was ample data that pointed to a continuing need.
The Commission concurred with the Secretary of
Defense that if a sponsor desired to continue to
openate the facilities, they could acquire them in
the reuse process. In its analysis, the Commission
was unable to identify a potential DoD user will-
ing to take over the facilities. The Commission
found that the facilities were excess to the
Department’s needs, and thus the White Oak
detachment could close with no adverse impact
on DoD operational requirements.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close the
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Division
Detachment, White Oak, Maryland. Relocate the
functions, pexsonnel and equipment associated
with Ship Signature Control R&D Com-
plex to the Naval Surface Warfare Center,

the functions and per-
sonnel assocmed with reentry body dynamics
research and development to the Naval Surface
‘Warfare Center, Dahigren, Virginia.
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Naval Air Station,
South Weymounth, Massachosetts
Category: Reserve Air Station
Misston: Support for Reserve Units
Onetime Cost: $17.3 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $50.8 miiion
Annual: $27.4 million
Return on Investment: 2000 (1 year)
FPINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recomnmendation

Close Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massa-
chusetts. Relocate its aircraft and necessary per-
sonnel, equipment and suppon to Naval Air

Secretary of Defense Justification

force levels while, at the same time, not
operational flexibitity for the deployment of that
force. In that lamer context, the Cosmmander-
in-Chief, U.S. A!hmic Fleet (CINCLANTFLT),
expressed

fully geographic
area, Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine, in licu

of the reserve air station at South Weymouth.
Unlike BRAC 93, where assets from Naval Air Sta-

‘t’smm-‘ o

woddpheedunmednntwiceasf,uﬁom
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the result will be understaffed units that are not
ready 10 perform their missions.

Commission Findings

The Commission found closing NAS South
Weymouth will alleviate excess capacity at both a
reserve air station and an active duty air station. In
addition, closing NAS South Weymouth will gen-
erate substantial savings. The Commission consid-
ered several options to closing NAS South
Weymouth, however, they were less cost effective
than the South Weymouth closure.

Commiission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachu-
setts. Relocate its aircraft and necessary personnel,
equipment and support to Naval Air Station,
Brunswick, Maine. Relocate the Marine Corps
Reserve suppomt squadrons to another facility in
the local area or 10 NAS Brunswick. Reestablish
Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusens, and
change the receiving site specified by the 1993
Commission (1993 Commission Repom, at page 1-
64) for consolidation of Navy and Marine Corps
Reserve Center, Lawrence, Massachusens; Naval
Reserve Center, Chicopee, Massachusetts; and
Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusetts,
from "NAS South Weymouth, Massachusetts” to
“Naval Reserve Center, Quincy, Massachusetts.”

Naval Air Facility, Detroit, Michigan
Category: Reserve Air Station
Misston: Support for Marine Corps Reserve Unit

: Nome
Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation .
Changemcmaungmspemﬁedbydwlwa

mgumts,from *Marine Corps Reserve Center,

86

Twin Cities, Minnesota® to “Air National Guard
Base, Selfridge, Michigan.”

Secretary of Defense justificarion

In addition to avoiding the costs of relocating the
reserve unit from this reserve center to Minnesota,
this redirect maintains a2 Marine Corps recruiting
presence in the Detoit area, which is a demo-
graphically rich recruiting area, and realizes a
principal objective of the Department of Defense
to effect multi-service use of facilities.
Community Concerns

There were no format expressions from the com-
munity.

Commission Findings
The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-struc-
ture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Com-
mission recommends the following: change the
receiving site specified by the 1993 Commission
(1993 Comm‘ssion Report, at page 1-25) for the
Mt. Clemons, Marine Corps Reserve Cen-
ter, including MWSG-47 and supporting units,
from “Marine Corps Reserve Center, Twin Cities,
Minnesota” to “Air National Guard Base, Selfridge,

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, ex-
cept rewin the Regional Counterdrug Training
Academy faciliies which are mansferred to the
Academy, Relocate the undergraduate strike pilot
tnaining funciion and associated personnel, equip-
ment and support to Naval Air Station, Kingsville,
Texas. Its major tenant, the Naval Technical Train-
ing Center, will close, and its training functions
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will be relocated to other training activities, prima-
rily the Navy Supply Corps School, Athens, Geor-
gia, and Naval Education and Training Center,
Newport, Rhode Island.

The 1993 Commission recommended that Naval
Air Station, Meridian remain open because it
fmnd(hatdiemen-cmltmdﬁmmpilot i

Navy again to review the requirement

such installations. First, the curnent force -structure
plan shows a continuing decline in the PTR (par-
ticularly in the decline from 11 @ 10 carrier air
wings) so that Navy strike training could
handled by a single full-strike training base. Sec-
ond, the consolidation of strike training that fol-
lows the closure of NAS Meridian is in the spirk of
the policy of the Secretary of Defense that func-
conducted at Naval Air Station, Meridian is similar
to that conducted at Naval Air Station, Kingsville,
which has 2 higher military value, presendy
houses T-45 assets (the Depantment of the Navy's
new primary strike training aircraft) and its sup-
porting infrastructure, and has ready access
larger amounts of air space, inclading over-water
i such is required. Also, the Under-
graduate Pilot Training Joint Cross-Service Group
included the closure of Naval Air Station, Meridian
in each of its closure/realignment alternatives. The
separate recommendation for the coasolidation of
the Naval Technical Training Center functions at

4

Community Concerns

requirement.
claimed the Navy's military value ranking of NAS
Meridian was 100 low. It argued Naval training
requires primarily “over-ground” airspace, but the
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Navy’s military value matrix was heavily weighted
for “over-water” zirspace. Since Meridian has con-
siderable “over-ground” airspace but no “over-
water” ‘airspace, the community believes its mili-

Commission Findings

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



Naval Technical Training Center,
Meridian, Mississippi
Category: Naval Training Center
Mission: Training of Enlisted Personnel
One-time Cost: None
Savings: 1996:2001: None
Annual: None
Return on Investment: None
FINAL ACTION: Remain Open

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close the Naval Technical Training Center, Merid-
ian, Mississippi, and relocate the training functions
to other training activities, primarily the Navy Sup-
ply Corps School, Athens, Georgia, and Naval
Education and Training Center, Newport, Rhode
Island.

Secretary of Defense Justificasion

Projected manpower reductions contained in the
DoD Force Structure Plan require a substantial
decrease in training-related infrastrucfii® consis-
tent with the policy of collocating training func-
tions at fleet concentration centers when feasible.
Consolidation of the Naval Technical Training
Center functions at two other major training activi-
ties provides improved and more efficient man-
agement of the these training functions and aligns
certain enlisted personnel training to sites where
similar training is being provided to officers.

Community Concerns

The Meridian community expressed concem the
Naval Technical Training Center (NTTC) was
being included in the Naval Air Station, Meridian
closure recommendation and was not evaluated
on its own merits. They felt the surge capability
the school provided, as well as its modem facili-
ties, demonstrated the need 1o keep the school at
its present location. Additionally, the Meridizn
community argued.it would be more cost effective
to keep the school at its present location and
avoid the one-time costs at the gaining facilities.

Commyission Findings

The Commission found when the Naval Technical
Training Center (NTTC) Meridian was analyzed
separately from NAS Meridian, the economic
results of closure were not favorable. The modem
facilities, 2 need for large military construction at
receiving locations and the Commission recom-
mendation not to close NAS Meridian contributed
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to the Commission finding that the NTTC Meridian
should also be left open.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 5. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the following:
the Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian
remains open. The Commission finds this recom-
mendation is consistent with the force-structure
plan and final criteria.

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft
Division, Lakehurst, New Jersey

Secreiary of Defense Recommendation

Close Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Lakehurst, New Jersey, except transfer in place
certain facilities and equipment to the Naval Air
Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River,
Maryland. Relocate other functions and associated
personnel and equipment to the Naval Air Warfare
Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River, Mary-

.land, and the Naval Aviation Depot, Jacksonville,

Florida. Relocate the Naval Air Technical Training
Center Detachment, Lakehurst, to Naval Air Sta-
tion, Pensacola, Florida. Relocate Naval Mobile
Construction Baalion 21, the US. Army CECOM
and the Defense Reutilization and Marketing
Office to other govemment-owned spaces.

Secretary of Defense Justification

There is an overall reduction in i forces
and 2 sharp decline of the DON budget through
FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers
are difficult to determine, because these activities
are sy, customer orders. However,
the level of forces and the budget are reliable
indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workioad through FY 2001, which leads to 2 rec-
ognition of excess capacity in these activities. This
excess and the imbalance in force and resource
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activities. This recommendation retains at
Lakehurst only those facilities and personnel
essential to conducting catapult and amesting gear
testing and fleet support.
Community Concerns
The Lakehurst community is concemned that costs

ﬂgmﬂy*oaptuedmdmby

hkehumdmldnuhedmed,aommm-
remt tenant activities may remain.

Commsission Findings

The Commission found that the DoD's recommen-
dation will dismantle inter-dependent functions at
NAWC Lakehurst and relocate them to other naval

interdependent

needed © respond to camier fleet emergencies
because of the travel time for pans and personnel
baweenNAWChhdlmandNADEPkduon—

location would be lost.

Commission Recommendation
The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from Gnal crivesion 1, There-
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fore, the Commission recommends the following:
the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,

lslznd NATSF already has a Memorandz of
0 reduce ovethead costs by hav-

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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ing personnel, computer, mail, and other services
provided 10 it by ASO. The community pointed
out its employees did not travel to NADEP North
Island in 1994, and only a relatively small percen-
tage of its work supports the NADEP. They also
cite evidence which suggests they may be moved
to a San Diego location other than the NADEP.

The community stressed that in 1993, the Commis-
sion “found compelling the potential cost savings
and reduction in workload among the Services of
esublishing a joint organization under the aus-
pices of NATSF.” There were no indications, how-
ever, that this concept has been pursued.

The community also asserted the significant differ-
ence in housing costs between Philadelphia and
San Diego, and thus, most employees will be un-
able to afford to make the move, and few will
actually move.

The community also asserted there is more com-
monality with ASO, and that more positions can
beelmumtedbyleavmgNATSFmPhﬂadelphm
Finally, the « ined that substan-
tial travel to Naval Air Systems Command would
be required, greatly increasing per diem and per-
sonnel costs. They also asserted that moving from
a fully loaded urban base in Philadelphia to
another well loaded base will not generate sub-
stantial savings.

Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that NATSF is 2 Naval Air Systems Com-
mand (NAVAIR) activity and that moving to
NADEP, Nonth Island, California will facilitate the
implementation of NAVAIR's reorganization of its
field activities. The Comumission recognized that
NATSF had very strong ties to ASO, where NATSF
is 2 tenant, but concluded its relationship with
NAVAIR is more important.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close the
Naval Air Technical Services Facility (NATSF),
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and consolidate nec-
essary functions, personnel, and equipment with
the Naval Aviation Depot, North Island, California.
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One-time Cost: $8.4 milllon

Savings: 1996-2001: $33.1 million
Annual $7.6 miltion

Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Divi-

sion, Warminster, Pennsylvania. Relocate appro-

priate functions, personnel, equipment, and
support to other technical activities, the

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,

Patuxent River, Maryland.

Secretary of Defense Justification

There is an overall reduction in operational forces
and 2 sharp decline in the DON budget through
FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers
are difficult to determine because these activities
are su| through customer orders. However,
the jevel of forces and the budget are reliable
indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads 10 a rec-

levels dicuate closure/realignment or consolidation
of activities wherever practicable. The closure of
mmmmmmm-

tion of the relocated functions with its parent
cemmndumenewrewvmgsue Additionally,
it completes the process of realignment iniriated in
BRAC 91, basedonaclumundetmndmgof
what is now required to be retained in-house.
Closure and excessing of the Human Centrifuge/

the wransfer of this facility to the public educa-
tional or commercial sectors, thus maintaining
access on an as-needed basis.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.
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Commission Findings
The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the dation of the y of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
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Communtty Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commiission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the dation of the § y of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substamizny from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close the
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Open
Water Test Facility, Oreland, Pennsyfvania.

lw, Eq“‘r.
ment with the szzl Aviation Depo( (NADEP),
North Island, California

Secretary of Defense Justification

There is an overall reduction in tional forces
and 2 sharp decline of the DON budget through
FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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the consolidation of y functions with a
depot activity performing similar work and resuits
in a reduction of costs.

Community Concerns

The Philadelphia community believes its ties 1o
Aviation Supply Office (ASO) and Naval Aviation
Technical Services Facility (NATSF), (an ASO ten-
ant), are sironger than those with NADEP North
fsland. NAESU is presently negotiating 2 Memo-
randa of Understanding to reduce overhead costs
that resulted from its Jure, 1995 move from the
closed Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to the ASO
compound. The community pointed out that the
empioyees rarely traveled to NADEP North Island
in 1994, and only 2 relatively small percentage of
NAESU work supports the NADEP. They also cite
evidence that they say suggests they may be
moved to a San Diego location other than the
NADEP.

The community pointed out the significant differ-
ence in housing costs between Philadeiphia and
San Diego. Most employees will be unable to af-
ford to make the move, and thus, they believe
fewer than 10% of the employees will actually
move.

The community also asserts there is more com-
monality with NATSF and ASO, and that more
positions can be eliminated by leaving NAESU in
Philadelphia. The community believes the closure
scenario would eliminate fewer jobs than reflected
in the Navy position. Finally, the community
pointed out that substantial travel to Naval Air
Systems Command (NAVAIR) would be required,
greatly increasing travel, per diem, and personnei
costs.

Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that the NAESU's strongest ties are lo
NAVAIR. The Commission recognized that NAESU
can be siruated in Philadelphia as readily as in San
Diego, but concluded its relationship with
NAVAIR is more important. The Commission also
concluded that the personnel movements were not
correctly presented in the Navy's COBRA due to
issues relating to NAESU's San Diego detachments.
The Commission found that the DoD costs and
savings are unceruin; savings may have been over-
estimated and costs underestimated. In making its
recommendation, however, the Commission adopted
the DoD costs while recognizing the uncertainties.
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Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close the
Naval Aviation Enginecring Service Unit (NAESU),
Philadelphia, , and consolidate nec-
essary functions, petsomcl and equipment with
the Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP), North Island,
California.

Naval Command, Control and Ocean
Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division
Detachment, Warminster, Pennsylvania

Category: Technical Centers/Laboratories
Mission: Research, Development, Test
and Evaluation

One-time Cost: $8.4 million *

Savings: 1996-:2001: $33.1 miltion *
Annual: 3 7.6 million *

Return on Investment: 1996 (Tmmediate)

FINAL ACTION: Close

* Combined with Naval Air Warfare Center,
Aircraft Division, Warminster, PA.

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close the Naval Command, Control and Ocean
Surveillance Center, RDT&E Division Detachment,
Warminster, Pennsylvania. Relocate appropr-
iate functions, personnel, equipment, and suppornt
to other vechnical activities, primarily the Naval
Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Cen-
ter, RDT&E Division, San Diego, California; and
the Naval Oceanographic Office, Bay St. Louis,
Mississippi.

Secretary of Defense Justification

There is an overall reduction in operational forces
and a shamp decline of the DON budget through
FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers
are difficult to determine, because these activities
are supported through customer orders. However,
the level of forces and the budget are reliable
indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a rec-

levels dictate closure/realignment or consolidation
of activities wherever practicable. The closure of
this activity reduces excess capacity with the
resultant efficiencies and economies in the man-
agement of the relocated functions at the new
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receiving sites. Additionally, it completes the pro-
cess of realignment initiated in BRAC 91, based on
adwerundemrﬂmgofwhtsmw:equued
to be retained in-house. Closure and excessing of
the Inertial Navigational Facility further reduces
excess capacity and provides the opportunity for
the transfer of these facilities 1o the public educa-
tional or commercial sectors, thus maintaining
access on an as-needed basis.

Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
d:cmmnnxnd:uonddr&umryofbefam
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Savings: 1996-2001: $51.9 million
Annual: $8.8 million

Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendations
mngednemmmendauonofmelwlmms-

Naval Shipyard (1991 Commission at page
5-28) 1o delete “and preservation” (line 5) and “for
emergent requirements”(lines 6-7).
Secvetary of Defense Justification




Fleet and Industrial Sepply Center,
Charlesson, South Carolina
Catsgory: Rieet and Industridl Supply Censers
Mission: Supply Support
One-time Cost: $2.3 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $2.3 million
Annual: $0.9 million
Return on Investment: 1999 (2 years)
FINAL ACTION: Glose

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center,
Charleston, South Carolina.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers are follower
activities whose existence depends upon active
fleet units in their homeport area. Prior BRAC
actions closed or realigned most of this activity’s
customer base, and mast of its personnel have
already transferred to the Naval Command, Con-
trol, and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-Service
Engineering, East Coast Division, Charleston,
South Carolina. Further, in accordance with the FY
2001 Force Structure Plan, force structure reduc-
tions through the year 2001 erode the requirement
for support of active forces even further. This
remaining workioad can efficiently be handled by
other FISCs or other naval activities.

Comsmunity Concerns

There wete no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the Secretary of Defense’s recommendation.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate subsuntially from the force-
the

Commission
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Clnrlaton
South Carolina.

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas
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Savings: 1996-2001: $61.1 miltion
Annsal: $5.1 million

Return on Investment: 1997 (Tmmediate)

FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secvetary of Defense Recommendation
Realign Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas,
as a Naval Air Facility, and relocate the under-
graduate pilot training function and associated

, equipment and to Naval Air
Station, Pensacola, Florida, and Naval Air Station,
Whiting Field, Florida.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Reductions in force structure have led to decrea-
ses in pilot training rates. This reduction has
allowed the Navy to consolidate maritime and pri-
mary fixed wing training in the Pensacola-Whiting
complex while retaining the airfield and airspace
at Corpus Christi to support the consolidation of
strike training at the Kingsville-Corpus Christi
complex. The Corpus Christi Naval Air Facility is
also being retained to accept mine warfare heli-
copter assets in suppon of the Mine Warfare Cen-
terofﬁcdkenceatNavzlSmm,lngkmde and

tional considerations dictate. This NAF will con-
tinue to support its cusrent group of DoD and
Federal agency tenants and their aviation-intensive
needs, as well as other regiomi Navy air opera-
tions as needed.

Community Concerns

The NAS Corpus Christi community would like the
base retained as a major shore command, Naval
Air Station status, rather than reduced to 2 Naval
Air Facility. The community agrees with the
Navy’s recommendations to single site T-45 train-
ing aircraft at NAS Kingsville, T-34 training aircraft
at NAS Whiting Field, and the redirect of MH-53
mine warfare helicopters 10 NAS Corpus Christi
The community, however, opposes the trangfer of
T-44 maritime aircraft training to NAS Pensacola,
chiming that NAS Corpus Christi has the capacity
10 accept T-45 operations as well as continue
maritime training. Although the community would
like to retain the Chief of Naval Aviation Training
(CNATRA) Headquarters at NAS Corpus Christi,
they realize that the recommendation 10 relocate
CNATRA to NAS Pensacola is an internal Navy
decision and they support that decision.
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Commission Findings
The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that sufficient capacity exists to accom-
modate the NAS Corpus Christi pilot training mis-
sion at NAS Pensacola and NAS Whiting Field.
The Commission did not believe, however, the
receiving sites specified offered sufﬁc:ent flexibil-
ity to accommodate future training
Therefore, the specified training sites were
removed from the recommendation. 'Ihe
sion found that the Navy must move func-
tions to achieve the cost benefits of this
tion. The Commission also found that
the Navyhzddleaumomy!omhgndleNavalAu
Station to a Naval Air Facility without the require-
ment for action by the Commission.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 2 and 3.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol-
lowmg the Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi
remains open and realigns as neqgesary. The
Commission finds this recommendation is consis-
tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Naval Command, Control and Ocean
Surveillance Ceater, In-Service
Engineering East Coast Detachment,
Norfolk, Virginia

Category: Navy Technical Center

Mission: in-Service Engineering
for Naval Command, Control,
Communications, Computers
and Intelligence functions

One-time Cost: $4.6 million

Savings: 1996:2001: $0.1 miltion
Annsal: $2.1 miltion

Return on Investment: 2002 (3 years)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close the In-Service Engineering East Coast
Detachment, St. Juliens Creek Annex, Norfolk, Vir-
ginia, of the Naval Command, Control and Ocean
Surveillance Center, except retain in place the
transmit and receive and antennas cur-
rently at the St. Juliens Creek Annex. Relocate
functions, necessary personnel and equipment to
NotfolkNavalSlnpy!rd,No:folk.V'nm
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Secretary of Defense Justification

There is an overall reduction in operational forces
and a sharp decline of the DON budget through
FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers
are difficult to determine, because these activities
are supported through customer orders. However,
the level of forces and the budget are reliable
indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through FY 2001, which leads to a rec-
ognition of excess capacity in these activities. This
excess and the imbalance in force and resource
levels dictate closure/realignment or consolidation
of activities wherever practicable. The closure of
this activity and the relocation of its principal
functions achieves improved efficiencies and a
reduction of excess capacity by aligning its func-
tons with other fleet suppont provided by the
shipyard.

Community Concerns

The Norfolk community is concemned about the
mission disruption of NISE East caused by the
BRAC 93 transfer of personnel and functions to
Charleston, South Carolina, and the BRAC 95 rec-
ommended transfer of personnel and functions
to the Norfolk Naval Shipyard. The community
believes that the savings of $2 million does not
justify the potential disruption to the mission.

Commission Findings

The Commission found that afier implementation
of the 1993 Commission recommendation was
complete, there would be an excess of 130,000
square feet at the Norfolk Naval Shipyard's St
Juliens Creek Annex. The relocation of Naval
Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center
In-Service Engineering, East Coast Detachment to
28,100 square feet of space within the Norfolk
Naval Shipyard would result in a recurring savings
of $2.1 million for the Department of the Navy.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Oummuonreoommmdsmefoﬂawmgdoseme
In-Service East Coast Detachment,
St.JuIiensC:eekAnn:x,Noafolk,Vuginh.ofdme

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance
Center, except retain in piace the transmit and
receive equipment and antennas currently at the

CoMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



St. Juliens Creek Annex. Relocate functions, neces-
sary personnel and equipment to Norfolk Naval
Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia.

Naval Information Systems Management
Center, Artington, Virginia

Category: Administrative Activities

Misston: Information

One-time Cost: $0.1 miltion

Savings: 1996-2001: $.3 meiltion
Annual: $0.1 miliion

Return on Investment: 2000 (2 years)

FINAL ACYTON: Relocate

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Relocate the Naval Information Systems Management
Center from leased space in Artington, Virginia, to
the Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C.

Secretary of Defense Justification

The resource levels of administrative activities are
dependent upon the level of forces they support.
The continuing decline in force levels shown in
the FY 2001 Fofce Structure Plan coupled with the
effects of the National Performance Review result
mfur&mmd\momofpamdmadmnm
tive activities. This relocation reduces excess ca-
pacity and achieves savings by the movement
from leased space w govemnment-owned space,
and furthers the Department’s policy decision to
merge this activity with the Information Technol-
ogy isition Center which is already housed in
the Navy Yard,

Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that moving the Naval Information Sys-

tems Management Censer from leased space to the

Wzshmmoansztdmmandﬁndus
meovgrﬂldfonwmenﬂuymmnckm

echnology
AcquahonCemer ahadykmd:ﬁthvaard.

Commission. Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-struc-
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ture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Com-
mission recommends the following: relocate the
Naval Information Systems Management Center
from leased space in Arlington, Virginia, to the
‘Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C.

"
2
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Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the recommendation
of the Secretary of Defense that NAVMASSO
should relocate from leased to Government-
owned space. The Commission was concerned,
however, that appropriate Government-owned
space in Norfolk might not be available. Accord-
ingly, with the concurrence of the Navy, the Com-
mission modified the recommendation 10 expand
the receiving location to the entire Tidewater, Vir-
ginia area. The Commission found no other rea-
son to disagree with the recormmendation of the
Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 2. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the following:
disestablish the Naval Management Systems Sup-
port Office (NAVMASSO), Chesapeake, Virginia,
and relocate its functions and necessary personnel
and equipment as a2 detachment of Naval Com-
mand, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center, San
Diego, California, in Government-owned spaces in
the Tidewater, Virginia area. The Commission
finds this recommendation is consistent with the
force-structure plan and final criteria.

Naval Sea Systems Command,
Arlington, Virginia

Savings: 1996:2001: $50.6 milkion
Annual: $10.1 miilion

Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)

FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993
Commission (1993 Commission Report, at page 1-
59) for the relocation of the Naval Sea Systems
Command, including the Nuclear Propulsion Di-
rectorate (SEA 08), the Human Resources Office
supporting the Naval Sea Systems Command, and
associated PEOs and DRPMs, from “the Navy
Annex, Arlington, Virginia; Washington Navy
Yard, Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue,
Washington, D.C.; Marine Corps Combat Develop-
ment Command, Quannco Virginia; or the White
Ozk facility, Silver Spring, Maryland” to “the
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‘Washington Navy Yard, Washington, D.C. or other
government-owned property in the metropolitan
‘Washington, D.C. area.,”

Secvetary of Defense Justification

The resource levels of administrative activities are
dependent upon the level of forces they suppon.
The continuing decline in force levels shown in
the FY 2001 Force Structure Plan coupled with the
effects of the National Performance Review result
in further reductions of personnel in administra-
tive activities. As a result, the capacity at the
White Oak facility in Silver Spring, Maryland, or at
the Navy Annex, Arlington, Virginia is no longer
required to meet DON administrative space needs.
This change in receiving sites eliminates substan-
tial expenditures otherwise required to rehabilitate
both White Oak and the Navy Annex. The net
effect of this and the White Oak recommendation
is a2 decrease of excess administrative space by
more than 1,000,000 square feet.

Community Concerns

The community expressed a number of concerns
regarding this redirect, all of which centered on
the relative cost to move the Naval Sea Systems
Command to either White Ozk or the Washington
Navy Yard. Independent analysis of the centified
data was conducted by the community. Based
upon this analysis, the community believes mili-
tary construction costs were not accurate. The
community felt that the estimates for White Oak
were overstated and those for the Navy Yard were
understated. Relative square footage numbers, as
well as construction costs per unit, were ques-
tioned. The community also felt that site-specific
coasmbuﬂdatdleNavaardhzdnotbeen
accounted for in the DoD analysis. Foremost
among these costs were floodplain considerations
and historical preservation requirements. Addition-
ally, the community contends that improvements
needed 1o convert the Navy Yard from an indus-
trial to an administrative facility had not been in-
cluded in the Navy's costs. The community felt
that the costs of facility improvements, other than
office space, should be included in the analysis.
These costs, outlined in a Master Plan, are
designed to enable the Navy Yard to support a
base population of ten thousand. Finally, the com-
munity voiced a concern over quality of life
issues. White Oak, it claimed, offered a far supe-
rior working environment.

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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sening with good access to public ransporiation.
Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-

ate (SEA 08), the Human Resources Office
supporting the Naval Sea Systems Command, and
associated PEOs and DRPMs, from “the Navy
Annex, Aslington, Virginia; Washington Navy
Yard, Washington, D.C.; 3801 Nebraska Avenue,

ment Command, Quantico,
Oak facility, Silver Spring,

Marytand’
Washington Navy axd,Wulnmon,Dc or other
Govemnment-owned property in the metropolitan
Washington, D.C. area.”
Office of Naval Research,
Arlington, Virgiaia
Technical Centers and Laboratories
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One-time Cost None

Savings: 1996-2001: $5.2 million
Annual: $-1.4 million (Cost)

Return on Investment: Never

FINAL ACTION: Resitrect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Clnnged’nmcomumndanoncfmel”.’:(;ownw

sion (1993 Commission Report, at pages 1-59/60)
byddemsﬂ:eOﬁoeofNavlecsurdlfromthe
list of National Capital Region activities to relocate
from leased space to Government-owned space
within the NCR.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Because of other BRAC 95 actions, space desig-
nated for this activity pursuant to the BRAC 93
decision is no longer available. Other Navy-
owned space in the NCR would require substan-
tial new construction in order to house this
activity. Permitting the Office of Naval Research to
remain in its present location not only avoids this
new construction, but also realizes the synergy
obtained by having the activity located in proxim-
ity to the Advanced Research Projects Agency
and the National Science Foundation. Further, this
action provides the opportunity for future collocz-
tion of like activities from the other Military
Departments, with the attendant joint synergies
which could be realized. While this action results
in a recurring cost, the cost is minimal in light of the
importance of these two significant opportunities.

Community Concerns -

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that some benefits accrue from ONR's
present location in close proximity to the National
mmmmm«am

Services’ research offices with ONR. If ONR were
to move to the Navy Yard, there would be insuffi-
cient space to accommodite the other research
offices.
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Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Connnmonrecommendsthefollowmgdmge
the recommendation of the 1993 Commission
(1993 Commission Report, at pages 1-59/60) by
deleting the Office of Naval Research from the list
of National Capital Region [NCR] activities to relo-
cate from leased space to Government-owned
space within the NCR.

Space and Naval Warfare Systems

Command, Aslington, Virginia
: Admiristrative Activities

Mission: Systems Command Headquarters
One-time Cost: $24.0 militon
Savings: 1996-2001: $120.0 miltion

Annual: $25.3 million
Return on Investment: 1996 (fmmediate)
FINAL ACTION: Redirect

the NCR, to include the Navy Annex, Arlington,
Virginia; Washington Navy Yard, Washington,
D.C; 3801 Nebraska Avenue, Washington, D.C.;
Marine Corps Combat DevelopmemOommnd,
Quantico, Virginia; or the White Oak facility, Sil-
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in further reductions in administrative activities.
Spceavulzblem&nmegomulmgﬁomper-

rebamgnoSanDnegomdofmeNCR,
will be sufficient readily available space in the

Washington Navy Yard for the Naval Sea Systems
Command.

Community Concerns

The community believes the proposal does not
reflect the significance of a2 Washington location
to their mission . Most of the other
orgamnuomdepaceandNavaqufaxSys—
tems Command (SPAWAR) works with are either
in the local arez or in easily reached East Coast
locations. The community believes the very small
staff proposed for retention in Washington would
not be able to continue their curment activities.
The community believes this would resuit in ma-
jor increases in travel costs and lost staff time that
were not included in the Navy analysis. They also
stated that equivalent personnel savings could be
made without a move through reorganization
of the subordinate commands currently in San
Diego, and elimination of excess overhead per-
smmeluSPAvARH«dquampossiblytIuough
consolidation with Naval Sea Systems Command.
Theoommuyalsomdmatdxcoaofm
vanngoﬁoespwem&nnnegommmduded
in the Navy’s cost estimates for this proposal,

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that the movement of SPAWAR to San
Dicgo wouki enable the Navy to eliminate man-
zgmhyersandlommepmd\myby

with the majority of its
subordinate staff. The Commission was concemed

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



Thehbomo:y]o:mClossSetmepxecom-
mdemxonofamcomnd.mn-

uolOomummm,Canpuws Intelligence
The Commission

Defense’s recommendation to relocate SPAWAR
headquarters 0 San Diego. Because the Secretary
of Defense did not submit any recommenda-
tions in support of a pn C4] organization, the
Commission concluded that implementing this
recommendation was consistent with the

recommends the
the recommenxiation for the Space and Naval War-
fare Arlington, Virginia, speci-

support for underses warfare systems
Ome-time Cost: $2.1 mililon

andashupdedmeoftheDONbudgetd:mugb
FY 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers
are difficult to determine, because these activities

wuuoad NSYDWSomd,htmmdcc
repweqmpmem.s a NUwC
depot

tatives, more fully wilizes the capacity at the
shipyard, and will achieve greater productivity
Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

consistent with the Navy’s goal to reduce infra-
structure and to shift depot-level maintenance

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-struc-
wre plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Com-
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One-time Cost: $5.9 miliion

Service School Command, including Service
School Command (Electronic Warfare) and Ser-
vice School Command (Surface), from the list of
major tenants.

WOIWWM

reporing
Officer, Naval Training Center, and, as such, is not
a tenant of the Naval Training Center. Its reloca-

ter, Orlando Florida, is
Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois, the
Torpedoman “C” School can be relocated to avail-

ann'A'SdnolaNavalengCemSm
Diego, to Lackland Air Force Base results in con-
solidation of the same type of training for all ser-
vices at one location, consistent with Department
goals, and avoids military construction costs at

Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the com-

§

i

Commission Findings

The Commission found economic and operational
advantages in collocating certain component
schools of the Service School Command with ex-
isting facilities or with similar schools of other

Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Close

ComMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Recommendation
Close the following Naval Reserve Centers:
Stockton, California

Pomona, California
Santa Ana, lrvine, California
Laredo, Texas

Sheboygan, Wisconsin
Cadillac, Michigan
Staten Island, New York
Huntsville, Alabama

Close the following Naval Air Reserve Center:
Olathe, Kansas

Close the followmg Naval Reserve
Readiness Commands:

RegwnSeven—dwlson South Carolina
Region Ten—New Orleans, Louisiana

Secretary of Defense Justification
Existing capacity in support of the Reserve com-
ponent continues to be in excess of the force
structure requirements for the year 2001

]

management
of Selected Reservists. In 1994, neady three-

ing these two REDCOMs. In arriving at the recom-
mendation to close these Reserve Centers/

available to accommodate the affected Reserve
population or demographic support for purpose
of force recruiting in the areas to which units were
being relocated. This specific analysis, verified by
the COBRA analysis, supports these closures.

Communily Concerns

The community believes the data by
DoD in justifying the recommendation for the Naval
Reserve Center Laredo, Texas closure is uncon-
vincing, and that travel costs incurred by reservists
in the event of dosure would exceed the operat-
ing coss of the center. There were no formal

Commission Findings

The Commission agreed with the Secretary of
Defense that the recommended Reserve Center
closures would reduce excess capacity and pre-
serve reserve support and effective recruiting

demographics.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Naval Reserve Centers at Stockton, California;
Pomona, Califomis; Santa Ana, Irvine, Califomnia;
Laredo, Texas; Sheboygan, Wisconsin; Cadillac,
Michigan; Staten Island, New York; and Hunts-
ville, Alabama. Close Naval Air Reserve Center,
Olathe, Kansas. Close Naval Reserve Readiness
Command, Region Seven, Charleston, South Caro-
lina. Close Naval Reserve Readiness Command,
Region Ten, New Orleans, Louisiana.
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Department of the Air Force

Williams Air Force Base, Arizona
Category: Air Force installation
Mission: Abrcrew Training and Research Facility
One-time Cost: None
Savings: 1996-2001: $18.4 milkion

Annual: $0.3 million
Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commis-
sion regarding the relocation of Williams AFB's
Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research
Facility to Orlando, Florida, as follows: The
Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training Research
Pacility at Mesa, Arizona, will remain at its present
location as a stand-alone activity.

Secretary of Defense Justification .
The 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realigriment
¢ n recommended that the Armstrong
Laboratory Aircrew Training Research Facility
located at Williams AFB, Arizona, be relocated to
Orlando, Florida. This recommendation, was
based on assumptions regarding Navy training
activities and the availability of facilities. Subse-
quent to that Commission’s report, it was discov-
ered that the facilities were not available at the
estimated cost. In addition, Navy actions in the
1993 BRAC reduced the pilot resources necessary
for this facility’s work.

In light of these changes, the Air Force recommends
the activity remain at its current location. First, it is
largety a civilian operation that is well-suited to
remain in a stand-alone configuration, It has oper-
ated in that capacity since the closure of the rest
of Williams AFB in September 1993. Second, its
proximity to Luke AFB provides a ready source of
fighter aircraft pilots who can support the research
activities as consultamks and subjects. Third, the
present facilities are consolidated and well-suited
tod:emmhzcuvmmludmgahrgesewre

Williams AFB propertty, including a university and
research park.

Communtty Concerns

The Phoenix community expressed strong support -

10 resain the Armmstrong lab's Aircrew Training
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Research Facility, located on the former Williams
AFB, as a stand-alone facility, according to the
current DoD recommendation. If this is not pos-
sible, the community supported moving the Lab to
Luke AFB, just west of Phoenix, where it already
conducts part of its mission.

The community has established a strong Univer-
sity consortium, focused on aviation, at the former
Williams. The community maintained the Will-
iams-Luke relationship has a long history, and that
Williams relies upon fighter pilots from Luke for
its simulation studies. The Orlando community
expressed support for moving this facility to
Oriando, which was the recommendation of the
1991 Commission. It mainwined the lab should
be coliocated with other Army and Navy flight
simulation centers in the Orlando area.

Commission Findings

The Commission reviewed the recommendation of
the 1991 Commission, which was to move the
Armstrong Laboratory Aircrew Training and
Research Facility to Orando, Florida, and found
the justification put forth by the Secretary of
Defense to reverse this 1991 decision was sound
and cost-effective. The Air Force Base Closure
Executive Group estimated the cost to move this
facility to Florida would be approximately $15
million. As a result of 2 number of changes since
the 1991 Commission, there is no longer a ready
source of fighter pilots within 250 miles of

researcher access at a relatively small cost. The

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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community has a strong re-use plan in effect at
the former Williams AFB that iacludes the
Armstrong lab as a stand-alone facility. However,
ﬂwhbsmlyamﬂmnofavuymmgphn.
and the Commission found this plan will continue
implementation whether the Lab is actually on the
Williams property or Jocated at nearby Luke.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense did
not deviate substantially from the force-structure
plmandﬁmlcrma‘l’bsefae,the(:ommmon
recommends the following: change the recom-
nmxdanmofﬂxel”l(‘ommmme

Arizona, will remain at its present Jocation as 2
stand-alone activity.

McClellan Air Force Base, California
Category: Industrial/Tocbwical Support: Depois
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me(,mmumty‘bdmdwmriomemdmebon

The Commission found that the significant excess
upac:tyand.mfumlmrelnmeml’mdepot

all five Air Logistics Center depots through
mothballing excess space would reduce the

Sacramemo ALC received
. The Commission found that

CHAPTER 1



The reduced mission needs for McClellan AFB
was also a consideration in the determination to
close McClellan AFB. In addition, the Commission
found the McClellan AFB closure costs to be less
than the costs estimated by DoD and the annual
savings significantly greater than DoD's estimate.
The differences in cost and savings estimates are
based on differing closure assumptions of the Air
Force and Commission. The Commission assumed
that 2 depot closure and consolidation of work
would permit a personnel reduction of 15% of
selected ALC personnel and a 509 reduction of
mana overhead personnel. The Air Force
did not reflect any direct labor personnel savings
due to a closure and reflected 2 20% reduction in
overhead personnel. The Commission assumed
ﬂntdomrcwouldoccuroveraﬁvemrpenod
and the Air Force assumed six Another
significant factor explaining the difference
between savings estimates is that Ajr Force
assumed all personnel savings would occur in the
last year of implementation; the Commission
assumed that personnel eliminations would be
evenly phased over the last four years. The Com-
mission also did not agree with a number of one-
time costs that the Air Force considered to be
directly related to closure.

The Commission found that McClellan AFB has
extensive environmental contamination, but that
pursuant to DoD guidance, environmental restora-
tion costs should not be considered in cost of
closure. DoD has a legal obligation for environ-
mental restoration regardless of whether a base is
closed or remains open. Similarly, the availability
of environmental funding is a concem to all bases,
whether closing or remaining open, and therefore
is not a closure decision factor. The Commission
notes the Air Force could lease structures and
property while cleanup continues, thereby allow-
ing reuse to begin. The DoD, pursuant to Public
Law 102-484 indemnifies future owners and users of
substances remaining on the property as a result
of DoD activities. Indemnification should help to
allay the community’s concem about liability.

The Commission found that the DoD should be
aliowed 1o retain the Nuclear Radiation Center for
dual-use and/or research, or close it as appropriate.
The Commission believes closure of McClellan
presents an opportunity for cross-servicing and
thus, directs the Defense Depot Mgaintenance
Council to determine and direct the appropriate
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distribution of the work to other DoD depots or to
the private sector. The Commission directs that all
McClellan common-use ground communication/
electronics maintenance work, as categorized by
the DoD Joint Cross Service Group for Depot
Maintenance, be transferred to the Tobyhanna
Amny Depot, Pennsylvania. The common-use
ground communication/electronics workload cat-
egories include: radar, radio communications, wire
communications, electronic warfare, navigation
aids, electro-optic and night vision, satellite con-
trol/space sensors, and cryptographic/communica-
tions security.

Each of the Air Logistics Centers operated by the
Air Force are excellent organizations. The Sacra-
mento community is clearly supportive of the mili-
tary and McClellan Air Force Base. The decision to
close the McClellan Air Force Base is a difficult
one; but given the significant amount of excess
depot capacity and limited Defense resources, clo-
sure is a necessity. The McClellan AFB closure will
permit improved utilization of the remaining AXCs
and substantially reduce DoD operating costs.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from the force-structure
plan and final criteria 1, 4, and 5. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
McClellan Air Force Base including the Air Logis-
tics Center. Disestablish the Defense Distribution
Depot, Sacramento. Move the common-use
ground-communication electronics to Tobyhanna
Army Depot, Pennsylvania. Retain the Radiation
Center and make it available for dual-use and/or
research, or close as appropriate. Consolidate the
remaining workloads to other DoD depots or to
private sector commercial activities as determined
by the Defense Depot Maintenance Council. Move
d\emquuedeqmp:mandmqutmedpexson
nel to the locations. All other activities
and facilities at the base will close. The Commis-
sion finds this recommendation is consistent with
the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Moffett Federal Airfield Air
Guard Station, California

Category: Air National Guard

Mission: Combat Rescue

Onme-time Cost: None

Savings: 1996-2001: None
Anmual: None

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Return on Investment: None
FINAL ACTION: Remmain Open

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station.
Relocate the 12%th Rescue Group and associated
aircraft to McClellan AFB, California.

Secretary of Defense Justification

At Moffett Federal Airfield, the 129th Rescue
Group (RQG) provides manpower for the
airfield's crash, fire and rescue, air traffic control,
and security police services, and pays a portion of
the total associated costs. The ANG also pays a
share of other base operating support costs. These
cosis to the ANG have risen significanty since
NAS Moffett reatigned to Moffett Federal Airfield,
mdmnbeavmded:fmeunltxsmavedwan
active duty airfield.

Communily Concerns

Community officials are concerned about the
future viability of Moffett Federal Airfield, in light
of the critical airfield services the 129th Rescue
Group provides. Relocation of the unit would
force National Aeronautical Space Administration
(NASA)-Ames Research Center to replace those
services, possibly at a higher cost. These costs
would be passed onto NASA-Ames in continuing to
operate Moffert Federal Airfield. The community
believes higher costs could make it difficuk for NASA-
Ammes to attract and retain tenants at the airfield.

Community officials believe the Air Force's analy-
sis was flawed because the amalysis does not
consider costs that would be passed on to NASA.
They assert that costs and savings should be
calculated government-wide and not just DoD-
wide. Finally, the community asserts that this rec-
ommendation should not have been submitted to
the Commission for review because, the Guard
Station does not meet the 300 civilian threshoki
required for recommendations to be submitted to
the Commission.

Commission Findings

The DoD recommendation on Moffett Federal Air-
field AGS directed the unit to relocate to
McClellan AFB, Califomia. Because the Commis-
s:onrecommendsdnsmeochﬂdhnAFB the
DoD recommendation can not be implemented.
Given the cost associated with relocating the unit
to another Air Force base, the Commission found
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the Guard Station and unit should remain at
Moffett Federal Airfield.

Commission Recommendation
TheOmnmssnonﬁndsdnSea'cmy of Defense

Moffert Federal Airfield Air Guard Station will
remain open. The Commission finds this recom-
mendation is consistent with the force-structure
plan and final criteria.

North Highlands Air Guard
Station, California

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close North Highlands Air Guard Station (AGS)
and relocate the 162nd Combat Communications
Group (CCG) and the 149th Combat Communica-
tions Squadron (CCS) to McClellan AFB, Califoria.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Relocation of the 162nd CCG and 149th CCS onto
McClellan AFB will provide a more cost-effective
basing arrangement than presently exists by
avoiding some of the costs associated with main-
taining the installation. Because of the very short
distance from the unit's present location in North
Highlands to McClellan AFB, most of the person-
nel will remain with the unit.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The DoD recommendation on North Highlands
AGS directed the unit to relocate to McClellan
AFB, California. Because the Commission recom-
mends closure of McClellan AFB, the DoD recom-
mendation can not be implemented. Given the cost
associated with ing the unit o another Air
Force base, the Commission found the Guard Sta-
tion and unit should remain at North Highlands.
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Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 2. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the follow-
ing: North Highlands Air Guard Station will
remain open. The Commission finds this recom-
mendation is consistent with the force-structure
plan and final criteria.

Onizuka Air Station, California

Category: Space

Mission: Sateilite Control

One-time Cost: $121.3 million

Savings: 1996-2001: -$78.7 miltion (Cost)
Annual: $16.1 militon

Return on Investment: 2007 (7 years)

FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Realign Onizuka AS. The 750th Space Group will
inactivate and its functions will relocate to Falcon

AFB, Colorado. Some tenants will remain in exist-
ing facilities. All activities and facilities associated
with the 750th Space Group including family
housing and the ctinic will close.
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provide continuous, uninterrupted control capabil-
ity in the event of war, nawral disaster, or sabo-
tage. In addition, a U.S. Air Force Space Command
Backup Satellite Control policy directive dated
January 30, 1995, requires geographically sepa-
rated back-up satellite control capability. The
community that the Air Force needs both
Onizuka Air Station (AS) and Falcon Air Force
Base (AFB) sateilite control nodes.

Community representatives believe the Air Force
wasnotforthcomngrega:dmmeexmnceoh
“Single-Node Operations Study” and is cost esti-
led the Commission in its answers to questions
about this study. The community suggests the Air
Force had planned to close Onizuka since 1994
They also conclude that all costs associated with
moving Detachment 2 and the classified tenants
properlybelongmmecos!calculznonsofDoDs
recornmendation. They argue the total one-time
costs to close Onizuka AS are $699 million (versus
DoD’s estimate of $291.3 million) and the retum
onmvmmxsnlyws(vetsusDoDsakuh

bdicvemeAirFome's




unnecessary.

that the US. Aul-'oroelmcnememlizoon-
trol installation than it needs w0 support future Air
Force satellite control requirements. In addition,
the Commission found while the Air Force would
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fied mission is $80.2 million and is included in the
total $121.3 million realignment costs. The Com-
mission found the recommendation for realign-
ment is not connected to on-going multi-year

and are required with or without the realignment.
nnCmmmfounqumhydoesnctluvea

MoﬁeuFeden!Anﬁeldsnotambleahunauve

Commmma
The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense

Syumcem(AFMC)wﬂlxdouzetomcon,
Amcmmmmwmmnmmst

ing Facilities. All activities and facilities associated
wuhthe750th§pace Group including family
housing and the clinic will dose.

Ontario International Airport

Air Guard Station, California
Category: Atr National Guard
Mission: Combat Communications and Weatber
Onetime Cost : $0.9 miltion :
WIMI -$0.4 million (Cost)

FINAL ACYION: Close
Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Ontario Intemational Air Guard Sta-

Airport

tion (AGS) and relocate the 148th Combat Com-
munications Squadron (CCS) and the 21Gth
Weather Flight to March ARB, Califomia.

Secretary of Defense Justification
Relocation of the 148th CCS and the 210th

basing
ing some of the costs associated with maintaining
the instaliation. Because of the short distance from




the unit’s present location on Ontaric Intema-
tional Airpont AGS, most of the personnel will
vemain with the unit.

Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secrerary of Defense
did not deviate submmnlly from the force-

Ontario International Airport Air Guard Station
(AGS) and relocate the 148th Combat Communica-
tions Squadron- (CCS) and the 210th Weather
Flight to March ARB, California.

Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado -
Category: Alr Force Installation
Mission: Space Systems Support
One-time Cost: $2.4 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $10.2 miltion
Annual: $3.0 miltion
Return on Investment: 1998 (1 year)
FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recormmmendation
Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commis-
sion regarding the cantonment of the 1001st Space
Suj at the Lowry Suppon Center as
follows: Inactivate the 100ist Space Systems
Squadron, now designated Detachment 1, Space
Systems Support Group (SSSG). Some Detachment
1 personnel and equipment will relocate to
Peterson AFB, Colorado, under the Space Systems
Support Group while the remainder of the posi-
tions will be eliminated.

Secretary of Defense Justification

The 1991 Commission recommended that the
1001st Space Systems Squadron, now designated
Detachment 1, SS5G, be retained in 2 cantonment
area at the Lowry Support Center. Air Force Mate-
riel Command is consolidating space and waming
systems software support at the SSSG at Peterson
AFB. The inactivation of Detachment 1, S§5G, and
movement of its functions will further consolidate
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software support at Peterson AFB, and result in
the elimination of some personnel positions and
cost savings.

Community Concerns

The community supports the inactivation of
Detachment 1, Space Systems Support Group, and
the closure of all related building structures. It
also supports acceleration of the closure process.
The community opposes Air Force retention of the
hangar for contingency use by the 2nd Space
Warning Squadron, 2 continental United States
Defense Suppont Program (space early warning)
ground site Jocated at Buckley Air National Guard
(ANG) Base, Colorado.

Dmchmallﬂ:mmupgademecoolmgcapac
The Lowry Redevelopment

Commission Findings

The Commission found DoD'’s intent to inactivate
Detachment 1 was supportable but the recom-
mendation failed to include dlosure of all related
ﬁdhsad:efomalomym 'nleAanotce

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



Eglin Air Force Base, Florida

Category: Industrial/Tecbnical Support:
Test and Evaluation

Mission: Electronic combat test and evaluation

One-time Cost: $6.1 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $6.3 million
Annual: $ 3.7 miltion

Return on Investment: 2000 (2 Years)

FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Test Environment (EMTE), consisting of eight
Electronic Combat (EC) threst simulator systems
and two EC pod systems will relocate 1o the
Nellis AFB Complex, Nevada. Those emitter-only
systems at the Air Force Development Test Center
(AFDTC) at Eglin AFB necessary to support Air
Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC), the
USAF Air Warfare Center, and Air Force Materiel
Command Armaments/Weapons Test and Evalua-
tion activities will be retained. All other activities and
facilities associated with Eglin will remain open.

Secretary of Defense Justification
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Commission Findings

The Commission staff's predominant analysis was
performed on 2 17 threat simulator-2 pod system
scenario while the motion, based on the DoD
recommendation, was for 8 simulators and 2 pods.
The Commission found an additional $9.6 million
in military construction costs and an additional annual
cost of $7.4 million would never net a retum on
investment for the 17 threat simulator-2 pod scenario.
In making its final decision, however, the Com-
mission accepted the DoD recommendation for
moving 8 simulators and 2 pod systems, to cen-
tralize activities at the Western Test Compiex.

Developmemofanelecumtoombmnnsmerphn

recognizes the mzlmyvalueoftheﬂectm-
Magnetic Test Emnmnment at Eglin Air Force
Besaltwasmedzsawpmdammeombu

Force, (2) despite being given the highest rating facilities associated with Eglin will remain open

of all electronic combat test ranges by a joint

service panel, Air Force chose to dismantle Eglin Homestead Air Force Base, Florids

and discontinue its role as a leader in electronic Air

combat, and (3) the Air Force’s one-ime cost to 301st Rescwe Squadron (AFRES)

move the electronic combat equipment is - Category: Air. Force Reserve

candy understated. Mission: Air Force Reserve Rescue Squadron
One-time Cost: $6.6 miltion
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Savings: 1996-2001: $-0.5 miliion (Cost)
Annual: $1.5 million

Return or: Investment: 2002 (5 Years)

FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Change the recommendation of the 1993 Com-
mission regarding Homestead AFB as follows:
Redirect the 301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES)
with its associated aircraft to relocate to Patrick
AFB, Florida.

Secretary of Defense Justification
The 301st RmcSqmdmn(RQS)xstemponnly

and at less cost, with less disruption to the unit

Community Concerns
Homestead: The Homestead community is in the
process of converting the base to 2 municipal air-
port. The 301st Rescue Squadron (RQS) and the
482nd Fighter Wing (FW) would be anchor ten-
ants. The community believes south Florida is an
attractive Jocation from which to recruit for the
Reserves, and that most reservists in the 301st stll
live in south Floride—anticipating the return of
the unit to Homestead, as recommended by the
1993 Commission. The community contends the
Air Force Reserve has set-up the 301st for a redi-
rect to Patrick by taking several deliberate actions,
eg fomsn,gallmuuihgince}hrhmmdrw
Florida, delaying the construction of the
umtsfacﬂmsat!{otmudumll% and tak-
ing on the Space Shuttle support mission as the
unit's primary peacetime function. In addition, the
Homestead community believes the loss of the
301st might iead to the dosure of the base. Such
an occurrence would have 2 much greater eco-

nomic impact on the small Homestead community
than that shown for the entire Dade County
Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA). The
redirect would result in the loss of hundreds of
returning full-time Air Reserve Technicians (ARTs)
now, and the loss of parttime reservists who
wald relocate to Patrick in the future. The com-
munity asserts the base has 2 high military value,
lavmgﬁequem!yservedasﬂnkzymﬂmryfml«
ity in support of operations in the

Latin America, amprrupambxluyofdgsmst
RQS. H is an excellent site for peacetime
readiness training and rescue support of the collo-
cated F-16 unit. In addition, the facilities at Home-
stead are being rebuilt at no cost to the Air Force
by a Fiscal Year 1992 Hurricane Andrew Supple-
mental Appropriation. The community believes
some savings can be achieved if the 301st RQS is
collocated with the 482nd FW at Homestead
because the Air Force could eliminate 20 support
personnel positions.

Patrick: The Patrick community argues that it is
an excellent area from which to recruit for the Air
Force Reserve. Since the evacuation from Home-
stead following Hurricane Andrew in August,
1992, most 301st RQS personnel and their families
now live in the Patrick ity. The com-
munity believes most unit members do not want
to move again. In addition, Patrick is a safe,
low-cost, , area, They also contend that although
the mission of the 301st RQS is Combat Rescue,
kspﬁmarypucenmeﬁmonlsNASASpace
Shi spacecraft launch support. They
behcvePau'id(is location to

per year in
instead

uttle and

an ideal
.'IheA:rPorcewrllsaveSlmlhon
travel costs if the 301st is at Patrick
of Homestead. The community

that at least $7 million additional funding would
be required at Homestead for military construc-
tion, in addition to the funds provided in the Fis-
cal Year 1992 Humicane Andrew Supplemental
Appropriation, to move the unit back to Home-
stead. Finally, the community points out the cen-
tral Florida area has never suffered serious
hurricane problems—one reason for the siting of

- the Kennedy Space Center there—whereas South

Florida is prone to hurricanes.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the demographics of the
central Florida location of Patrick AFB sufficient to
support the recruiting requirements of the 301st

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

9



112

IR T R E T
) i |
it
5= 138F ¥ 28%s ; 2 num i€ §
sl Dttt 1
WHRESESE I

Hil m uwmm m.ﬁm mmmm m :Wmmm
ke Ll e B
it et Sl I
oty Ll Dol TRER

CHAPTER 1

192



113

trol Squadron is deficient at Shaw Alir Force Base,

xcquizmemford:enﬁmms:mdmmﬁm
and Asia-Pacific

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense did

the
relocation of the 726th Air Control Squadron
(ACS) from Homestead Air Force Base to
AFB, South Carolina, as follows: redirect the
ACS to Mountain Home AFB, Idaho.

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida

Be

* Cost and savings for this recommendation
are included in the Malmszom Air Force
Base, Montana recommendation.

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
dnngeﬂnreoommendamnsofdle 1991 and 1993
Commissions

the MacDill airfiekl as part of MacDill AFB. The Air
Force will continue to operate the runway and its
associated activities. DOC will remain a5 2 tenant.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Since the 1993 Commission, the Deputy Secretary
of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff have validated airfield requirements of the
two Unified Commands at MacDill AFB and the
Air Force has the respossibility to support those
requirements. Studies indicate that Tampa Intema-
tional Airport cannot the Unified Com-
mands’ airfield needs. These validated DoD
requirements will constitute approximately 95 per-
cent of the pl d airfield jons and associ-
aedcoss.mmdnmuumnmmppmme
vast majority of airfield operations, it is more effi-
cient for the Air Force to operate the airfield from
cost savings will be achieved when the KC-135
aircraft and associated personnel are relocated
from Malmstrom AFB in an associated action.

Community Concerns

The community fully supports the retention of the
airfield at MacDill Air Force Base 25 an active Air
Force instaliation to satisfy the airfield require-
ments for the United States Central Command and
the United States Southern Command. In addition,
the community supports the transfer of 12 KC-135
tanker zircraft from Malmstrom AFB, Montana to

supports the assignment of additional resources to
MacDill AFB.

Commission Findings

The Commission found there is Deputy Secretary
ofDefemedxmdeantchnfsofsuﬂocs)

ments for the deployment of USCENTCOM and
USSOCOM elements and the Joint Communicz-

CoMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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tions Support Element, which were validated by
the Chairman of the JCS and Deputy Secretary of
Defense Studies indicated these deployment

airfield costs would be $9-$10 million
annually whether the Department of Commerce
or the Department of the Air Force operated the
airfield. The Commission agrees with the Air
Force's position that it would be more efficient
for them to continue to operate the airfield in
view of the validated requirements and similar
costs to the Air Force whether as 2 tenant or host
of the instaliation.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criceria. Therefore, the Com-
recommendation of the 1991 and 1993 Commis-
sions regarding the closure and transfer of MacDill
Alr Force Base airfield to the Depanment of Com-
merce (DOC) as foliows: redirect the retention of the
MacDill airfield as part of MacDill AFB. The Air
Force will continue to operate the runway and its
associated activities. DOC will remain as a tenamt.

Chicago O'Hare IAP Air
Reserve Station, Hlinois
Category: Air Force Reserve
Mission: Tactical Atrkift
One-time Cost: $24.1 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $53.7 million
Annual: $17.3 million
Return on investmens: 1998 (1 year)
FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

tion of the Air Force Reserve installation and all
reserve forces units st O'Hare Intermational Air-
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port. The City of Chicago desires to acquire the
Air Force property for additional development.
The local community support groups argue the
City of Chicago has no funding identified 1o pay
for the proposed relocation of all uniis at the
Reserve Air Seation as directed by the 1993 Com-
mission and, thus, the reserve units shouid remain
at the O'Hare location. Conversely, the City of
Chicago maintains they are progressing with plans
to finance relocation of the Air Reserve Compo-
nemunnsfmmO’Hamptmmtomelwsm

rec dations under the 1993
recommendation. The City has und July 1, 1995,
todevelopaﬁmnmlphntopayforﬂwrelom
tion and mplzoemoffaahnsofmemr}'ome
and Armmy Reserve activities and Air National
Guard units at a site accepiable to the Secretary of
the Air Force.

Commission Findings
The Commission found the costs 1o operate

sﬁeaecepubkwth;e_ﬂ?a?emdmlouﬁmof
Sexretary of the Amy.
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One-time Cost: $26.5 milfion

Savings: 1996-2001: -$2.4 miltion (Cost)
Annual: $4.2 miltéon

Return on Investment: 2002 (5 Years)

FINAL ACTION: Realign
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Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Realign Malmstrom AFB. The 43rd Air Refueling
Group and its KC-135 aircraft will relocate to
MacDill AFB, Florida. All fixed-wing aircraft fying
operations at Malmstrom AFB will cease and the
airfield will be closed. A small aifield operational
area will continue to be available to support the
helicopter operations of the 40th Rescue Flight
which will remain to support missile wing opera-
tions. All base activities and facilities associated
with the 341st Missile Wing will remain.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Although the missile field at Malmstrom AFB
ranked very high, its airfield resources can effi-
ciently support only a small number of tanker
aircraft. Its ability to support other large aircraft
of the airfield will generate substantial savings.
During the 1995 process, the Air Force analysis
highlighted a shortage of refueling aircraft in the
southeastern United States. The OSD direction to
support the Unified Commands located at MacDill
AFB creates an opportunity to relocate a tanker
unit from the greater tanker resources of the
northwestern United States to the southeast.
Movement of the refueling unit from Maimstrom
AFB to MacDill AFB will also maximize the cost-
effectiveness of that zirfield.

Community Concerns

The community argued the excess capacity and
modern award winning facilities at Malmstrom Air
Force Base can accommodate two more squad-
rons of KC-135 tankers. The community believes
the Air Force should close Grand Forks AFB,
North Dakota, and realign two of the tanker
squadrons to Malmstrom AFB. This realignment
would accomplish full closure of an Air Force
base, assuming the Grand Forks missile field is
closed as recommended by DoD, and would

CoMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



Commission Findings

With 70 tankers based at Fairchild Air Force Base,
Washington, the Commission found 2 saturation
of KC-135 tanker support in the northwest conti-
nental United States, Also, the Commission found
basing tankers at Malmstrom exacerbated the
tanker saturation problem. On the other hand, the
Commission found a shontfall in tanker capability
in the southeastern United States. The Commission
also 100k imo consideration recent Secretary of
Defense direction to the Air Force to continve to
suppont joint command airlift deployment flying
requirements at MacDill Air Force Base, Florida.
The Commission was concerned about operating
limitations for the aircraft based at Malmstrom
which could adversely impact on operational
mission requirements. Aircraft at Malmstrom are
unable to take-off fully loaded because of the
3,500 foox field elevation and 11,000 foot runway
length. This limitation reduces tanker range and
the amount of fuel available for receiver aircraft.

Commission Recommendation .

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense did
notdevmewbs&mzllyﬁomthefome—mmre

Force Base. The 43rd Air Refueling Group and its
KC-135 aircraft will relocate to MacDill AFB,
Florida. All fixed-wing aircraft flying operations at
Malmstrom AFB will cease and the airfield will be
closed. A small airfield operational area will con-
tinue to be available to support the helicopter
operations of the 40th Rescue Flight which will
remain to suppornt missile wing operations. All
341st Missile Wing will remain.

Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico

Realign Kirtland AFB. The 58t Special Operations
Wing will relocate o Holloman AFB, New Mexico,
The AF Operational Test andi Evaluation Center
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(AFOTEC) will relocate to Eglin AFB, Florida. The
AF Office of Security Police (AFOSP) will relocate
to Lackiand AFB, Texas. The AF Inspection
Agency and the AF Safety Agency will relocate to
Kelly AFB, Texas. The Defense Nuclear Agency
(DNA) will relocate to Kelly AFB, Texas (Field
Command) and Nellis AFB, Nevada (High Explo-
sive Testing). Some DNA personnel (Radiation
Simulator operations) will remain in place. The
Phillips laboratory and the 898th Munitions
Squadron will remain in cantonment. The AFRES
and ANG activities will remain in existing facili-
tes. The 377th ABW inactivates and all other
activities and facilities at Kintland AFB, including
family housing will close. Air Force medical activi-
ties Jocated in the Veterans Administration Hospi-
tal will terminate.

Secretary of Defense Justification

As an installation, Kirtand AFB rated low relative
to other bases in the Laboratory and Product Cen-
ter subcategory when all eight selection criteria
were considered. The Laboratory Joint Cross-
Service Group, however, gave the Phillips Labora-
tory operation a high functional value. This
realignment will close most of the base, but retain
the Phillips Laboratory, which has 2 high func-
tional value and the 898th Munitions Squadron,

activities essential to the Air Force and the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Community Concerns

The community argued the cost to close Kirtland
Air Force Base would be much higher than the
DoD estimate. The community’s estimate 10 realign
Kistland Air Force Base is §526 million, whereas
the DoD’s initial estimate to realign Kirdand Air
Force was $275 million. The community also
suates the annual recurring savings that DoD pro-
jected of $62 million a year would actually be a
cost to the United States govemment of $13 mil-
lion 3 year. The community comments that DoD
tions, and that all costs o United States govern-
ment organizations, such as the Depanmment of
Energy (DOE), should be considered. The com-
munity says that the realignment of Kirdand Air
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Force Base would have a2 negative impact on
nuclear surety, and the cohesion between Defense
Nuclear Agency (DNA) and DOE ommunons
located on Kirtland
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June 9, 1995, letter to the Commission, the Secre-
tary of Defense stated, “After reviewing the results
ofthesucsurvcy 1txsmy||.ldgmemthatmexec-
ommendation for the realignment of Kirtland AFB
nolongermpmemsaﬁmncnﬂyoropemnomﬂy
sound scenario.”

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from the force-structure
plan and final criteria 4 and 5. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: Kirtland
Air Force Base will remain open. The Commission
finds this recommendation is consistent with the
force-structure plan and final criteria.

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York

485th Engineering Installation Group
Category: Alr Force Installation
Mission: N/A
One-time Cost: $1.9 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $25.4 million
Annual: $2.9 million
Return on Investment: 1996 (Fmmediate)
FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commis-
sion regarding the transfer of the 485th Engi

ing Installation Group (EIG) from Griffiss AFB, New
York, to Hill AFB, Utah, as follows: Inactivate the
485th EIG. Transfer its engineering functions to
the 38th EIG at Tinker AFB, Oklahoma. Transfer
its installation function to the 838th Electronic
Instaliation Squadron (EIS) at Kelly AFB, Texas,
and to the 938th EIS, McCleflan AFB, California.

personnel
lmdaavh\ybyimaivaﬁngmeﬁsmal(} and
i ﬂwremmngzcuvmes to other
units, The originally planned receiver site for the
485th EIG at Hill AFB has proven 1o require costy
renovation. This redirect avoids these additional,
unfomeenmwhdepmwdmganme&inent

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the com-
munity.
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Commisston Findings

The Commission found the Department of Defense
recommendation to inactivate the 485th Engineer-
ing Installation Group would save money by
avoiding military construction and by reducing
personnel. The Commission has recommended
closure of McClellan Air Force Base, and, thus, the
Air Force will be unable to relocate a portion of
the 485th Engineering Installation Group to that
base as set out in the recommendation. The Com-
mission found the 485th should move but allowed
the Department of the Air Force to relocate this
unit in accordance with operational requirements.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 3. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the foliowing:
change the recommendation of the 1993 Commis-
sion regarding the transfer of the 485th Engi
ing Instaliation Group (EIG) from Griffiss Air
Force Base to Hill AFB, Usah, as follows: inacti-
vate the 485th EIG. Transfer its engineering and
installation functions as operational requirements
dictate in accordance with Department of the Air
Force policy. The Commission finds this recom-
mendation is consistent with the force-structure
plan and final criteria.

Griffiss Air Force Base, New York
Airfield Support for 10th Infantry
(Light) Division

Category: Atr Force Instaliation

Misséon: N/A

One-time Cost: $51.5 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $-21.4 miilion (Cost)
Annual: $9.9 million

Return on Investment: 2004 (6 years)

FINAL ACTION: Redirect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commis-
sion regarding support of the 10th Infantry (Light)
Division, Fort Drum, New York, at Griffiss AFB, as
follows: Close the minimun essential airfield thar
was 0 be maintained by a contractor st Griffiss
AFB and provide the mobility/contingency/train-
ing support to the 10th Infantry (Light) Division
from the Fort Drum airfield. Mission essential
equipment from the minimum essential airfield at
Griffiss AFB will transfer 1o Fort Drum.
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Secretary of Defense Justification

Operation of the minimum essential airfield to
support Fort Drum operations after the closure of
Griffiss AFB has proven to far exceed earlier cost
estimates. Significant recurring operations and
maintenance savings can be achieved by moving
the mobility/contingency/training support for the
10th Infantry (Light) Division to Fort Drum and
closing the minimum essential airfield operation at
Griffiss. This redirect will permit the Air Force to
meet the mobility/contingency/training support
requirements of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division
at a reduced cost to the Air Force. Having airfield
support at its home location will improve 10th
Infantry (Light) Division's response capabilities,
and will avoid the necessity of traveling significant
distances, sometimes during winter weather, to its
mobility support location. Support at Fort Drum
can be accomplished by improvement of the exist-
ing Fort Drum aisfield and facilities.

Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
Cmnlnuﬂ.[tV y.

Commission Findings

The 1993 Commission recommended keeping “a
minimum essential runway.. .maintained and oper-
ated by 2 ¢ " Since that recc
tbecosttoopemethemnwaylnssubaannally

The

A
jation,

runway on Fort Drum, New York, would save
mmeyzndmprovemeopeuuomlcapamhtyof

phnandﬁnalu‘lemThemforetheConmssm
recommends the following: change the recom-
mendation of the 1993 Commission regarding sup-
port of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division, Fort
New York at Griffiss Air Force Base as
follows dooethennmmumessemlanﬁeldmat
nnmmedbyamcto:n(infﬁss

£s§

and
ing support
the F

Drum airfield. Mission essential

g
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ipment from the minimum essential airfield at
Griffiss AFB will transfer to Fort Drum.

Beal-Time Digitally Controlied Analyzer
Processor Activity, Buffalo, New York
Category: industrial/Technical Support:
Test & Evaluation
Mission: Atr Defense Ground Test
Simulation Facility
One-time Cost: $3.7 mtllion
Savings: 1996-2001: $-0.1 miltions (Cost)
Annsal: 30.9 milion
Return on Investment: 2002 (4 Years)
FINAL ACTION: Disestablish

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Disestablish the RealTime Digitally Controlled
Angalyzer Processor activity (REDCAP) at Buffalo, New
York. Required test activities and necessary sup-
port equipment will be relocated to the Air Force
Flight Test Center (AFFTC) at Edwards AFB, Califor-
nia. Any remaining equipment will be disposed of.

Secretary of Defense Justification

The Test and Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group
(JCSG) recommended that REDCAP's capabilities
be relocated 1o an existing facility at an instaila-
tion wikh a Major Range and Test Facility Base
(MRTFB) open air range. Projected workload for
REDCAP is only 10 percent of its available capac-
ity. AFFTC has capacity sufficient to absorb
REDCAP's workload. REDCAP’s basic hardware-in-
the-loop infrastructure is duplicated at other Air
Force T&E facilities. This action achieves signifi-
cant cost savings and workload consolidation.

Community Concerns

The community argues the REDCAP activity is one
of unique military value, and remains an effective
instrament for testing Electronic Combat air defense
eqmpm'l‘heommymdmnotdu
unique test capabilities of the RED-

tesisyswmswerebeng
be fully utilized at the time workload estimates
were being formulated. In addition, the commu-
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nity notes that the operation of particular test sys-
tems can inhibit the use of certain other systems.
l’xmlly the community asserts they should not
have been considered under the BRAC process
because they are below the 300 federal civilian
employee threshold, set forth in the statute.

Commission Findings

The Commission found that although the cost to
disestablish the REDCAP activities is higher than
that included in the recommendation, this action
continued to result in overall annual savings. The
Commission found the costto-close was signifi-
cantly below those submitted by the community.
assessed the types of test capabilities required to
be transfested to the receiving site. The Commis-
sion also found sufficient capacity existed at the
receiver site. The Commission found this action

tomdudeth:sfmhtymnsmoommmdauon

Commission Recommendation

Tl'seGonmisionﬁndsﬂleSeaemyo(Ddemedid
not deviate from the force-structure
plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Commission
mmmdsmefonowmg:dnmblmmeknl
Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor
Activity (REDCAP) at Buffalo, New York. Required
test activities and necessary support equipment
will be relocated 1o the Air Foroe Flight Test Center
(AFFTC) at Edwards AFB, California. Any remain-
ing equipment will be disposed of.

Rome Laboratory, New York

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Onetime Cost: None

Savings: 1996-2001: Nome
Annual: None

Return on Investment: Nowe

FINAL ACTION: Remain Open

Secretary of Defense Rocommendation

Close Rome Laboratory, Rome, New York. Rome
Laboratory activities will relocate 1o Fors
Monmouth, New Jersey, and Hanscom AFB, Mas-

A Photonics,
netic & Reliability (except Test Site O&M
operations), Computer Radio Communi-

mmTheTasu(e,g.m

strengthen Air Force C31 RDT&E activities by col-
locating common research efforts. This acton
will result in substantial savings and furthers the
DoD goal of cross-service utilization of common
SUppOrt assets.

Concerns

The Griffiss AFB ity does not believe Rome
Laboratory should be closed and relocated as rec-
ommended by DoD. The community believes the

§

1ab should remain in its existing facilities as a
stand-aloae Air Force . Rome Laboratory
has a large civilian work force and it is located in
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tenare for the community’s Griffiss AFB reuse
surategy, which inchudes a research park. The reuse
plan is based on the Air Force's May 1993 com-
ment t0 the Commission that: “the Air Force has no
plans to close or relocate the Rome Laboratory
within the next five years.” The Lab is the Air
Force's Tier § Center of Excelience for Command,
Control, Communications, Computers, and Intelli-
gence (C4D. The community believes the Lab’s
relocgtion will compromise its military value
becsuse its cssential mission cannot be accom-
plished at multiple locations. If the DoD recom-

;
|
§
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Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 4, and
S. Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: Rome Laboratory will remain open. The
Commission finds this recommendation is consis-
tent with the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Roslyn Air Guard Station, New York

Category: Atr National Guard
Mission: Combat
and Electronics Installation
Onetime Cost: § 14.2 million
Savings: 1996-2011: $ 9 miltion
Annual: $0.2 miltion
Return on Investment: 1999 (2 years)
FINAL ACTION: Close (conditional)

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close Roslyn Air Guard Station (AGS) and relocate
the 213th Electronic Installation Squadron (ANG)
and the 274th Combat Communications Group
(ANG) to Stewant International Airport AGS,
Newburg, New York. The 722ad Aeromedical
Staging Squadron (AFRES) will relocate to suitable

Secretary of Defense Justification

Relocation of the 213th Electronic Installation
Squadron and 274th Combat Communications
Group to Stewart International Airport AGS will

Community Concerns

The community is concerned about the loss of com-
munity services provided by the Guard Seation.
They also assert the costs of relocating the unit to
mmmmlmnmmny

The station is located on valuable residentially-
zoned property. If the propenty can be sold at its
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fair market value, this recommendation is cost
effective. The Commission identified no concems
about the ability to recruit Guardsmen at Stewarn
International Airport.

the 274th Combat Communications Group to
Stewart International Airport AGS, Newburg, New
if the Roslyn Air Guard Station can be sold
for its fair market value. The 722nd Aeromedical

Strategic
One-time Cost : $11.9 million
1996-2001: $111.7 million*
Annual: $35.2 miltion

* The savings associated with the closure of the
missile field were previously programmed in
the Air Force budget.

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS



If Minot AFB is rezligned, the 91st Missile Group
will inactivate. Minuteman III missiles will relocate
to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, be maintained at
depot facilities, or be retired. The Sth Bomb Wing
will remain in place, All activites and facilities at the
base associated with the 5th Bomb Wing, includ-
ing family housing, the hospital, commissary, and
base exchange will remain open.

Secretary of Defense justification

A reduction in ICBM force structure requires the
inactivation of one missile group within the Air
Force. The missile field at Grand Forks AFB
ranked lowest due to operational concems result-

when all eight criteria are applied to bases in the
large aircraft subcategory. The zirfiekd will be re-
ained to satisfy operational requirements and
maintain consolidated tanker resources.

If the Secretary of Defense determines that the
need to retain BMD options effectively precludes
realigning Grand Forks, then Minot AFB will be
resligned. The missile field at Minot AFB ranked
next lowest due to operational concerns resulting
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siles there are scheduled to complete their retire-
ment in 2003, thus providing an oppoftunity for
a complete base closure. They aiso argue that
retaining Grand Forks AFB as a multi-mission base
(ICBMs and tankers), and completely closing
Malmstrom AFB, would provide significantly
greater operating efficiencies and savings than the
DoD proposal to realign the missile group at
Grand Forks AFB and the tanker group at
Malmstrom AFB. The community believes the 50
additional Minuteman missile silos at Malmstrom
AFB should carry no weight in the analysis,
because the Nuclear Posture Review specifically
accepts an ICBM force of 450 or 500 Minuteman
Force and DoD comectly assessed the military
value of Grand Forks AFB in 1993 when selecting
it as a core tanker base because of its ideal loca-
tion, and its capacity, facilities, and infrastructure.
They believe there is no tanker saturation problem
in the nonh central United States because on aver-
age 66 percent of the Grand Forks tanker aircraft
are deployed to forward operating locations. They
also point out the runway was upgraded to Code
1 in 1994, there is a direct fud supply pipeline
feed to the base, an improved Type HI hydrant
system assures rapid and effective aircraft refuel-
ing capability, and state and local zoning guaran-
tee no future runway encroachment probiems.

Dakota is a strong asset in the Grand Forks com-
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of Minot AFB and inactivation of the 91st Missile
Group is no longer 2 necessary alternstive.” Sub-
with DoD confinmed that

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from the force-structure

plan and final criterion 1. Therefore, the Commis-
sion recommends the following: realign Grand
Forks Air Force Base, The 321st Missile Group will
inactivate and Minutemnan Tif missiles will relocate
10 Malmstrom AFB, Montana, be maintained at
depox facilities, or be retired. A small number of silo
launchers at Grand Forks AFB may be retained if
required. The 319th Air Refueling Wing will
remain in place. All activities and facilities at the
base associated with the 31%h Air Refueling Wing,

Secvetary of Defense Recommendation
Close Spri Beckley Municipal Airport Air
Guard Station (AGS) and relocate the 178th
Fighter Group (ANG), the 251st Combat Commu-
nications Group (ANG), and the 26%th Combat
Communications Squadron (ANG) to Wright-
Patterson AFB, Ohio.

Secretary of Defense Justification

The 178th Fighter Group provides crash, fire and
rescue, security police, and other base operating
support services for ANG activities at Springfield-
Beckley Municipal Airport. By relocating to
Wright-Panerson AFB, significant manpower and
other savings will be realized by avoiding some of

Community Concerns

The community maintains that the quality of facili-
ties and operating environment at Springfield-
Backley Municipal Airport are superior 10 those at
Wright-Parterson AFB. The community is also con-
cerned about the Air National Guard/State share
of base operating support costs at Wright
Patterson AFB. Commanity officials assert that the
savings associated with the proposed relocation
are overstated because the Air Force analysis did
not inchude all costs that would be infurred by

ComvassioN FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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basing the unit at Wright-Patterson AFB. The com-
munity is concerned about the continued exist-
ence of the Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airpont
if the Guard unit leaves, as a significant portion of
airport revenues will be lost. The community is
also concerned about the economic impact on the
community if the station closes.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the extended retumn on
investment and the inadequacy of facilities at
Wright-Patterson AFB did not justify relocating the
unit from its current location. Further, the Com-
ment at Springfield-Beckley ideal for meeting the
needs of the Air National Guard units. The Com-
mission found the small savings generated by
closure of the Springfield-Beckley facilities did

not justify their closure and potential degradation
to the units. _

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 4 and 5.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol-
lowing: Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air
Guard Sution will remain open. The Commission
finds this recommendation is consistent with the
force-structure plan and final criteria.

Greater Pitisburgh AP Air
Reserve Station, Penasylvania

Category: Air Force Reserve
Mission: Tactical Atrlift

Return on Investment: None
FINAL ACTION: Remain Open

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Greater Pisburgh IAP Air Reserve Station
(ARS). The 911ith Airlift Wing will inactivate and
its C-130 aircraft will be distributed to Air Force
Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and
Peterson AFB, Colorado.

Secretary of Defense Justification

The Air Force Reserve has more C-130 operating
locations than necessary 1o effectively support the
Reserve C-130 aircraft in the Department of Defense
(DoD) Force Structure Plan. Although Greater
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Piusburgh ARS is effective at supporting its mis-
sion, its evaluation overall under the eight criteria
supports its closure. Its operating costs are the
greatest among Air Force Reserve C-130 operations
at civilian airfields. In addition, its location near a
number of AFRES and Air National Guard units pro-

vides opportwnities for its personnel to transfer
and continue their service without extended travel.

Community Concerns

The community believes the cost analysis of the air
feserve sutions in this category was fauhy. Spe-
cifically, the base operating support cost experi-
enced by one Air Force Reserve C-130 base was
used as the cost for two other air reserve loca-
tions, as well as Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Sta-
tion, resulting in false savings and cost
information. Further, the community argues the
Air Force did not consider the 30 acres of addi-
tional aircraft parking apron currently being used
under 2 memorandum of agreement with Allegh.
eny County. The community disagrees with the
Air Force color code ranking for the airfield evalu-
ation, facilities conditior, and air quality and
maintains that higher ranking in accordance with
real conditions would enhance military value.

Commission Findings

The Commission found the costs to operate Pitts-
burgh International Airport (IAP) Air Reserve Sta-
tion (ARS) and two other Air Force Reserve C-130
locations were inaccurate. With corrected data ap-
plied to the COBRA model, the Commission found
Pittsburgh was one of the least costly installations
to operate. The Air Force indicated they had
received the offer of additional acreage a Pitts-
burgh IAP ARS, but determined i was

ate t0 act on the offer pending the outcome of the
base closure process. Review of the November
1994 Airfield Pavement Evaluation substantiated
the community’s assertions the airfield can accom-
modate all types of aircraft. Information submitted
by the community demonstrates Allegheny County
Bureau of Environmental Quality has applied to the
US Environmental Protection Agency for air quality
redesignation to artainment, having met air quality
standards during 1991-93. The Commission found
that the low operating costs and expansion oppor-
tunities were not fully considered by the Air Force,

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 4 and 5.
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Therefore, the Commission recommends the fol-
lowing: Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station
ommendation is consistent with the force-structure
plan and final criteria.

SmwyofDememnmm

test activities will relocate to the Air Force Flight
Test Center (AFFIC), Edwards AFB, California.
Workload and selecied equipment from AFEWES
will be transferred to AFFIC. AFEWES will be
disestablished and any remaining equipment will
be disposed of.

Secretary of Defense Justification
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‘me‘l'estdevahnuonJoamamcmup .

(CSG) recommended xht AFEWES's

hardware-in-the-loop is
at other Air Force Test and Evaluation
kicad it

Community Concerns

The community claims that no factual basis
10 sy d:semblhhmutandmlaunoncf
Air Force Electronic Warfare Simulator Facility to
Edwards Air Force Base as recommended by
Secretary of Defense. The community
each element of the rationale used by Air

Air Force positions on projected workload, cost
savings, workload consolidation, infrastructure
reductions and personnel reductions. Further, the

sus consolidation at least 120 days prior to the
approval of any changes affecting electronic
combar facilities.

Commission. Findings
The Commission found disestablishment of the Air
Force Electronic Warfare Simulator Facility is not
cost effective. The Air Force estimated 2 cost to
close of $8.9 million and a return on investment
of 13 years. The Commission estimated the clo-
sure cost was $34.9 million and would result in 2
payhad:memwsoflwyws The Commission
estimated additional costs of $6 million for military
construction at Edwands Air Force Base and $20
million for documentation, training and other sup-
port costs. The Commmission 2lso found that relo-
mnngdecuomcmbnmﬁngmpabihmpom
major technical risk because of the system's
unique ability to evaluate fully aircraft in 2 dense
mmmmmmmfoundm

alternative
Warfare Simulator Facility on a major test range.

Commission Recommendation
mCommmnﬁxﬂsﬂnSeuewyofDdense
deviated

Bergstrom Air Reserve Base, Texas
Category: Air Force Reserve
uu?'ummm

R1

Operations
-Ome-Time Cost: $17.4 million

Sevings: 1996-2001: $75.2 million

Annual: $17.8 million
Return on Investment: 1996 (Tmmediate)
FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Bergstrom ARB. The 924th Fighter Wing
(AFRES) will inactivate. The Wing's F-16 aircraft
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will be redistributed or retite. Headquarters, 10th
Air Force (AFRES), will relocate 1o Naval Air
Station Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base, Texas.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Due to Air Force Reserve fighter force drawdown,
the Air Force Reserve has an excess of F-16 fighter
locations. The closure of Bergstrom ARB is the
most cost effective option for the Air Force
Reserve. The relocation of Headquarters, 10th Air
Force to NAS Font Worth will also collocate the
unit with one of its major subordinate units.

Community Concerns

The community argues there was a commitment
on the part of the Air Force and both the 1991
and 1993 Commissions to keep Bergstrom Air
Reserve Base open, if the community converted
the base to a municipal airport. In May 1993,
Austin voters approved a $400 million referendum
to fund the airport project. The citizens of Austin
voted for this measure, in pan, 10 keep the
reserves in Austin. The community claims it has
upheld its part of the commitment. Beyond that,
the comr:unity stresses its long military tradition
makes it ideal for recruiting for the Reserves. The
community argues the base is capable of support-
ing either F-16 or KC-135 operations. In addition,
joint training opp ities are enhanced at
Bergstrom due 1o its proximity to the Amny’s Fort
Hood. This also enhances the mission of the
Ground Combat Readiness Center (AFRES), a Secu-
the Commission that several other DoD and Fed-
eral government agencies are actively seeking
space at the base, including the Texas Army Na-
tional Guard, the Naval Reserves, and a NASA
flight derachment. The Regional Cosrosion Control
Facility (RCCF) was transferred by the Air Force to
the Austin Municipal Airport Authority in Septem-
ber 1994. Due to its unique capability, Air Combat
Command will contract for 100 aircraft per year to
be processed by the RCCF. The community claims
it makes economic and operational sense to locate
the Reserves at Bergstrom to provide transient
support for aircraft using the facility. Finally, the
community contends the cost to station the
Reserves at Bergstrom is much lower than the
Air Force has stated. The community noted that
when Austin takes over the aisfield in October
1996, the cost to the Air Force will decrease fur-
ther, putting Bergstrom at parity with Homestead.
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Commission Findings

The Air Force overstated the savings for the closure
of Bergstrom Air Reserve Base due 1o its failure to
account for the decrease in base operating sup-
pon costs, once the Austin city govemnment as-
sumes control of airport operations in 1996. Even
so, the Commission found that closure of
Bergstrom remains the most cost effective option
in the Air Force Reserve F-16 category. Although
the Reserve has an excess of two F-16 squadrons,
the Commission found it necessary to close only
one reserve installation. Additional closures would
have an adverse impact on recruiting and opera-
tional readiness. Although the base has infrastruc-
ture in-place to suppont both F-16 and KC-135
aircraft, the Commission found that overall excess
capacity in the Reserve category and cost savings
factors require closure. The Commission also
found other Reserve F-16 locations rate higher
than Bergstrom for facilities, training, and joint
operations. The RCCF contractor will provide zlt
aircraft servicing support as pant of its contract
with Air Combat Command. The Ground Combat
Readiness Center mission is under review by the
Air Force; if the mission remains, either Carswell
or other facilities in the area are satisfactory trans-
fer locations. The Air Force and previous Commis-
sion commitments regarding the development of
the Austin airport at Bergswom were conditioned
upon future Air Force force-structure requirements

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense did
not deviate substantially from the force-structure
plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Commission
recommends the following: close Bergstrom Air
Reserve Base. The 924th Fighter Wing (AFRES)
will imactivate. The Wing's F-16 aircraft will be
redistributed or retire. Headquarters, 10th Air
Force (AFRES), will relocate to Naval Air Station
Fort Worth, Joint Reserve Base, Texas.
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Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close Brooks AFB. The Human Systems Center,
including the School of Aerospace Medicine and
Armstrong Laboratory, will relocate to Wright-
Panterson AFB, Ohio, however, some portion of
the Manpower and Personnel function, and the
Air Force Drug Test laboratory, may relocate to
other locations. The 68th Intelligence Squadron

will relocate to Kelly AFB, Texas. The Air Force
Center for Environmental Excellence will relocate
to Tyndall AFB, Florida. The 710th Intelligence
Flight (AFRES) will relocate to lackland AFB,
Texas. The hyperbaric chamber operation, includ-
ing associated personnel, will relocate to Lackland
AFB, Texas. All activities and facilities at the
base including family housing and the medical
facility will close.

Secretary of Defense Justification

The Air Force has more laboratory capacity than
necessary o support current and projected Air
Force research requirements. When compared to
the atributes desirable in laboratory activities, the
Armstrong Lab and Human Systems Center opera-
tions at Brooks AFB contributed less to Air Force
needs as measured by such areas as workload
requirements, facilities, and personnel. As an
installation, Brooks AFB ranked Jower than the
other bases in the Laboratory and Product Center

subcategory.

Community Concerns

The community believes that if Brooks moves, the
existing synergy within San Antonio's one-of-a-
kind biomedical community, would be signifi-
cantly impaired. While the community would
prefer that Brooks remain open, it has developed
anzltanmplanmﬂwouldcammmoaacuw-

Specific
boundaries would be determined by the Air
Force. Base operation and other support would be
provided by nearby Lackland or Kelly. The com-
munity argues that the cantoament (1) is cost
effective, (2) offers an immediate return on invest-
ment, (3) preserves existing synergy, and (4)
avoids risk to existing research missions.

Commission Findings

The Commission found that closing Brooks AFB
would have required a significant upfront cost of
at least $211.5 million. Closure of Brooks AFB
would interrupt critical ongoing research. The
re-accreditation of equipment and laboratories at
the receiving sites were unacceptable. The Com-
mission found that the move would also create
one of two equally unacceptable events—either
large numbers of people would move, keeping
the costs high, or large numbers of people would not
move, interrupting vital research. In a response to
a survey, more than haif the professional staff said
they probably would not move. In addition, the
Commission found that if the Brooks' humansys-

preserved existing synergies, allowed portions of
Btooknobemdemhblefone-use,andsaved
opportunity costs.
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Commission Recommendation
The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criteria 1, 4, and 5.

The Commission finds this recommendation is con-

Kelly Air Force Base, Texas

Savings: 1996-2001: $106.2 million
Annual: $178.5 miition

Return on Investment: 2001 (1 year)

FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
None. The Commission added this military instal-
Iation to the list of bases to be considered by the
Commission for closure and realignment as a pro-
posed change to the list of recommendations sub-
mitted by the Secretary of Defense.

Community Concerns

The San Antonio Community believes the Air
recognize the true value of Kelly Air Force Base or
mmmmmmnmm
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would not eliminate infrastructure and overhead
izing would result in the elimination

a2

The low military value “tier” assigned by the Air




eliminations would be evenly phased over a four
year period. The Commission also did not agree
with a number of one-time costs that the Air Force
considered to be directly related to closure.

The level of Hispanic employment at Kelly AFB
was recognized by the Commission. The Commis-
sion took steps to minimize the negalive eco-
nomic impact on the community by cantoning 2
s:gmﬁantpomonofmeKeIIyAFBawvmaThe

1 lhat the DoD make
mmmummeofthe placement system
and take steps to reuin the Kelly employees
within DoD.

The Commission staff presented data indicating
large annual savings could be realized by consoli-
dating engine maintenance activities at Tinker Air
Force Base, Oklahoma. Both Kelly and Tinker are
operating at less than 50% of their engine mainte-
nance capacity. These savings would be in addi-
tion to those shown in the Commission’s COBRA
summaries. The Commission urges the Air Force to0
consolidate engine maintenance activity at Tinker
to reduce excess capacity. The Commission firmly
believes that consolidation of engine activities will
result in lower costs and increased efficiencies.

Each of the Air Logistics Centers operated by the
Air Force are excellent organizations. The San
Antonio community is cleary supportive of the
military and the ALC. The decision to close the
San Antonio ALC is a difficult one; but given the
significant amount of excess depot capacity and
limited Defense resources, closure is 2 necessity.
The Commission’s decision permits closure of the
disruption of the other military missions on the
base. The San Antonio ALC closure will permit
improved utilization of the remaining ALCs and
substantially reduce DoD operating costs.

Commiission Recommmendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from the force-structure
phnzndﬁmlaml«iandi Therefore, the

Commission recommends the following: realign
Kelly Air Force Base inchuding the Air Logistics
Center. Disestablish the Defense Distribution
Depot, San Antonio. Consolidate the workioads 10
other DoD depots or 1o private sector commercial
activities as determined by the Defense Depot
Maintenance Council. Move the required equip-
ment and any required personnet to the receiving
locations. The airfield and all associawed support
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activities and facilities will be attached to Lackland
AFB, Texas as will the following units: the Air
Intelligence Agency including the Cryptologic
Depot; the 433rd Aidift Wing (AFRES); the 149th
Fighter Wing (ANG), and; the 1827th Engineering
Installation Squadron (EIS). The Commission finds
this recommendation is consistent with the force-
structure plan and final criteria.

Reese Air Force Base, Texas

Canewy Undﬂxmﬂym Training
Pilot Training
One-M Cost: 3464 million
Savings: 1996-2001: $95.7 million
Annsal: $32.4 milion
Returns on Investment: 1999 (2 Years)
FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Close Reese AFB. The 64th Flying Training Wing
will inactivate and its assigned aircraft will' be
redistributed or retired. Al activities and facilities

at the base including family housing and the hos-
pital will close.

Secretary of Defense Justification

The Air Force has more Undergraduate Flying
Training (UFT) bases than neccessary © support
Air Force pilot training requirements consistent
with the Depanment of Defense (DoD) Force
Structure Plan. When all eight criteria are applied
to the bases in the UFT category, Reese AFB ranks
low relative to the other bases in the category.
Reese AFB ranked lower when compared to other
UFT bases when evaluated on such factors as
weather (e.g., crosswinds, density akirude) and
airspace availability (e.g., amount of airspace
available for training, distance to training areas).
Reese AFB was also recommended for closure in
each alternative recommended by the DoD Joint
Cross-Service Group for Undergraduate Pilot Training.

Community Concerns
The community argues the Air Force has always
rated Reese very high in the past. As proof of this,
thcypmmwthesdemonofkeeseasd:eﬁ!sl
undergraduate pilot training site with
dxemodnimoflheTltmmngamﬁ,md
initiation of the consolidation of undergraduate
pllot wraining (UPT) with the Navy in 2 joint pri-
maty training program. The community questions
whaherneee:sbemgdowngudedbemuseu
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lacks actual ownership and control of required
airspace, even though access to the airspace it
uses for UPT training activities is unimpeded.
They question the use of weather attrition factors
such as icing and crosswinds. Crosswinds were
used as a limiting factor at Reese but icing was
not used as a limiting factor at Vance AFB, Okla-
homa. The Air Force configures each of its UPT
bases nearly the same, consequently the commu-
nity believes the UPT-JCSG (joint Cross-Service
Group) analysis is suspect because it shows Reese
substantially inferior to the other bases. The com-
nmmtyaxgustheAnFomesmdemmnmg
future pilot training requirements. If these esti-
mates prove to be incorrect, closing Reese will
result in the loss of needed training capacity. The
community believes the Air Force is ignoring a
quality of life indicator: Reese AFB is the number
one choice of student and instructor pilats in Air
Edumnon Tmmnchnmnd(AE’!’C)fabaeof

city has made available to the base, the Reese
Clinic has been able w execute “rigik-sizing” ini-
tiatives. ‘n'nccommunuybehevesemefams

UFT category. After the 1991 round, the Air Force
did not plan to close another UPT base. Air Force
evumnmofmmmummem
1o place the T-1 Airlift/Tanker
Reese AFB first reflected the need o station
aircraft at a base that would allow essy
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Commission as a result of the community’s con-
cems. After conducting an independent staff
analysis of functional value, the Commission vali-
dalcd the Air Force rmlnug Thxs anzlysls

employment, on,
care, and is fully commitsed 10 providing the mili-
tary the highest possible quality of life. The com-
mission found dlosure of one Air Force UPT base

Realign Hill AFB, Utah. The permanent Air Force
Materiel Command (AFMC) test range activity at

disestablished. Management
opention of the UTTR will transfer from AFMC to
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Air Combat Command (ACC). Personnel, equip-
ment and systems required for use by ACC 1o
support the training range will be transferred to
ACC. Additional AFMC manpower associated with
openation of the range will be eliminated. Some
amament/weapons Test and Evaluation (TRE)
workload will transfer to the Air Force Develop-
ment Test Center (AFDTC), Eglin AFB, Florida,
and the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC),
Edwards AFB, California. Note: The Comission
voted that Hill Air Force Base, UT, cutrently on
the list of bases recommended by the Secretary of
Defense for realignment, be considered by the
Commission for closure or to increase the extent
of the realignment.

Secretary of Defense Justification

Most of the current T&E activities can be accom-
plished at other T&E activities (AFFTC and
AFDTC). Disestablishing the AFMC test range activi-
ties and transferring the range to ACC will reduce
excess T&E capacity within the Air Forte. Retain-
ing the range as a training range will preserve the
considerable training value offered by the range
and is consistent with the current 82 percent train-
inguseoftheﬂnge.kuenﬁonafd:emmeasa
training facility will also allow large footprint
weapons to undergo test and evaluation using
mobile equipment.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found no reason to disagree with
the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense.

Commission Recommendation
The Cormmission finds the Secretary of Defense did
not deviate substantially from the force-structure
plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Commission
Base, Utah. The permanent Air Force Materiel
Command (AFMC) test range activity at Utah Test
and Training Range (UTTR) will be disestablished.
responsibility for operation of the
UTTR will transfer from AFMC to Air Combat
Command (ACC). Personnel, equipment and sys-
tems required for use by ACC to suppont the train-
ing range will be transferred to ACC. Additional
AFMC manpower associated with operation of the
range will be eliminated. Some armament/weap-

ons Test and Evaluation (T&E) workload will
transfer 1o the Air Force Development Test Center
(AFDTC), Eglin AFB, Florida, and the Air Force
Flight Test Cemter (AFFTC), Edwards AFB, California.

Air Logistics Centers
Catevgory: Industrial/Technical Support: Depots
Mission: Depots
One-time Coss: Nome
Savings: 1996-2001: None
Annual: None
Return on Investment: None
FINAL ACTION: Rejected

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Rak@dmemlogmsCmners(ALC)nlﬁnm

Consolidate the workloads at the desig-
nated receiver locations:
Composites and plastics  SM-ALC, McClellan AFB
Hydraulics SM-ALC, McClellan AFB
Tubing manufacturing WR-ALC, Robins AFB
Airbome electronic WR-ALC, Robins AFB,
automatic equipment  OC-ALC, Tinker AFB,
QO-ALC, Hill AFB
Sheet metal repair and OO-ALC, Hill AFB,
manufacturing 'WR-ALC, Robins AFB
Machining manufacturing  OC-ALC, Tinker AFB
'WR-ALC, Robins AFB
Foundry operations SA-ALC, Kelly AFB,
OO-ALC, Hill AFB
Instruments/displays SM-ALC, McClellan AFB
(some unique work
- remains at OO-ALC
Hill AFB and WR-ALC,
Robins AFB)
Airborne electronics WR-ALC, Robins AFB
OC-ALC, Tinker AFB,
OO-ALC, Hill AFB
Electronic manufacturing ~ WR-ALC, Robins AFB
(printed wire boards)
Electrical/mechanical SM-ALC, McClellan AFB
Support equipment
Injection molding SM-ALC, McClellan AFB
Industrial plant SA-ALC, Kelly AFB
equipment
Plating OC-ALC, Tinker AFB
O0-ALC, Hill AFB,
SA-ALC, Kelly AFB,

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Move the required equipment and any required

propenty infrastructure equal to 1.5 depots, and a
reduction in manhour capacity equivalent to about
'lbepropoaedmovsnbonﬂnea:

recommendation could resukt in 2 maximum poten-
tial reduction of 3,040 jobs (1,180 direct jobs and
1,860 indirect jobs) over the 1996-0-2001 period
in the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma Metropolitan
Statistical Area, which is 0.5 percent of the eco-
nomic area’s employment. The cumulative eco-
nomic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations
and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic
anea over the 1994-40-2001 period could result in 2
maximum potential decrease equal to 0.3 percent
of employment in the economic area. Environ-
mental impect from this action is minimal and
ongoing resoration of Tinker AFB will continue.
ROBINS

Iaagacts: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommmendstion could resukt in a maximum poten-
tial reduction of 1,168 jobs (534 direct jobs and
634 indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0-2001 period in
the Macoa, Georgia Metropolitan Statistical Area,
which is 0.7 pescent of the economic area’s employ-
ment. The cumulstive economic impact of all
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round
BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-
0-2001 period could result in a maximum poten-
tial decvease equal %0 0.7 percent of employment
in the economic area. Eaviconmental impact from
this action is minimal and ongoing restoration of
Robins AFB will continue.

recommendation could result in 2 maximum poten-
tal reduction of 1,446 jobs (555 direct jobs and
891 indisect jobs) over the 199640-2001 period in
the San Assonio, Texss Metropolitan Statistical
Ares, which is 0.2 pexcent of the economic area’s
employment. cumulative economic impact of

induding the relo-

Assonio area, and all
the ecomomic area over the 1994t0-2001 period
could result in 2 maximum potential decrease
equal 10 0.9 peroent of employment in the eco-
nomic area. Envirconmental impact from this action
is minimal and ongoing restoration will continue.
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McCLELIAN and HILL

Impacts: The recommendations pertaining to
consolidations of workloads at these two centers

or

are not anticipated to result in employment losses
significant

environmental impact.

Community Concerns

Kelly Air Force Base, San Antonio

* The Kelly Community has not expressed an

objection to the DoD plan to downsize all 5
Air Force depots.

McClellan Air Force Base, Sacramento, California

» The original DoD recommendation would resull

in a net gain of 14 personnel. The Air Force
revised its BRAC recommendations several
times; the final iteration would result in a loss
of 521 personnel from the depot. The original
BRAC recommendation would have single-
sited instrument work at McClellan. The
revised BRAC recommendation would locate
the instrument work at two other depots. The
commumypowsan:huthemsedmc

because overhead costs remazin relatively
unchanged while the amount of depot work
will be reduced.

Hill Air Force Base - Ogden, Utah

* The community argued that realignment of
Hill Air Force Base as recommended by the
Departmen: of Defense assumes a 15 percent
savings from reengineering which might be
difficult to achieve. They guestioned how
mothballing unneeded buildings would save
money. The community strongly believes
the Ogden Air Logistics Center should be

dasa iver for the ¢ tid:
tactical missile maintenance workioad, in
- the event the Letterkenny Army Depot is
realigned or closed.
Tinker Air Force Baser Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
¢ The community questioned how mothballing
unneeded buildings, as required by the
Deparniment of Defense recommendation,
would save money. The community also
objected to Tinker's depot work being
transfered 1o lower tiered depots. Tinker
community officials strongly support trans-
fer of aircraft and engine workload from
other DoD facilities being studied for closure
or reglignment.

See McClellan AFB, California and Kelly AFB,

Texas,

Commission rejects DoD's downsizing ‘proposal.
See McClellan AFB, California and Kelly AFB,
Texas.
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Defense Logistics Agency (DLA)

Defense Contract Management District
West (DCMDW), El Segundo, California

Category: Command and Control

Mission: Perform contract administration
services for DoD organizations and
other US. Government agencies

ommuwm

Savings: 1996-2001: $10.9 miltion
Annual: $4.2 million

Return on Investment: 1996 (Tmmediate)

FINAL ACTION: Redivect

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Th:snsamdnmctofzhefollowmgBRAC%Com—

Beach, or (c) to a purchased office building,
whichever is the most cost-effective for DoD.

The Defense Contract Management
cunently located in GSA-leased administrative
El Segundo, California. The BRAC B

Port Autlmxty/&ty of Long
Beach Naval another
plaoedomthRAC%hhdou!e

In order to attain the significant savings which will

result by moving the organization into DoD space,
the BRAC 93 recommendauon is revised/
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tion is consistent with the DCMC Concept of
Operations and the DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the com-

* Also included in McClellan Air Force Base,
Secretary of Defense Recommendation
None. The Commission added this military instal-
lation to the list of bases 1o be considered by the
Commission for closure or realignment as a pro-

CHAPTER 1



posed change to the list of recommendations sub-
mitted by the Secretary of Defense.

Community Concerns
See McClellan Air Force Base, California.

Commission Findings

The Commission recommended closing the Sacra-
Air Logistics Center was the principal customer of
Defense Distribution Depot McClellan, the Com-
mission found the distribution depot was no
longer required and should be disestablished.
Although disestablishment of the distribution
depot increased the storage shortfall for the DLA,
the Commission believes that DLA will be able to
accommodate this shortfali via other public and
private storage facilities.

Commission Recommendation
See McClellan Air Force Base, California.

Defense Contract Management District
South (DCMDS), Marietta, Georgia

Category:

Misston: Perform contyact administration
services for DoD organizations and other
U.S. Government agencies

OneuanostSBm

1996-2001: $17.9 million
Annual: $6.1 million
Return on Investment: 1999 (1 year)
FINAL ACTION:; Dissstabiish

Secreta!yq{Deﬁ)&Raoomendaﬁon
Disestablish DCMD South and relocate missions to
DCMD Northeast and DCMD West.

Secretary of Defense Justification
The Contract Management Districts provide com-
mand and control, support, and man-
agement oversight for 90 Defense Contract
Management Area Openations (DCMAOs) and
Defense Plant Representative Offices (DPROs)
located throughout the continental United States.
Due to the impact of the DoD Force-Structure
drawdoem, budget cuts and the resulting decline
in acquisition workload, 2 number of Area Opera-
tions Offices and Plant Representative Offices
have been disestablished thereby reducing the
span of control responsibility at the Districts. As
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the drawdown continues, the number of Area
Operations Offices and Plant Representative
Offices is expected to decline even further. Based
on the above, the closure of a district and realign-
ment of assigned Area Offices and
Plant Representative Offices to the remaining two
districts is feasible with only a moderate risk.
Although the difference between second and third
place was not sufficiently broad to dictate a clear
decision by itself, DCMD South received the low-
est military value score.

Military judgment determined that a single contract
management district presence on each coast is nec-
essary. A ‘west coast district is required because of
the high dollar value of contracts and the signifi-
cant weapon-systems related workload jocated on
the west coast.

There is 2 higher concentration of workload in the
northeast, in terms of span of control, field per-
sonnel provided support services, numbers of
coniractors, and value of contract dollars obli-
gated, than in the south. In addition, the northeast
district supports its Area Operations Offices and
Plant Representative Offices with a lower ratio of
headquarters to field personnel than DCMD South.
On the east coast, due to the higher concentration
of workload in DCMD Northeast, as well as its

value score, there is a
clear indication that DCMD South is the
disestablishment candidate. As 2 result, the BRAC
Executive Group recommended to the DLA Direc-
tor, and he approved, the disestablishment of
DCMD South.

Community Concerns

The community contends that the trend is for
companies to move their operations from northern
to southern locations. Therefore, closing the Con-
tract Management District in Marietta will result in
dramatically increased travel costs for the rermain-
ing two District Offices in Boston and Los Ange-
les. They argued that these increased costs were
not considered by DLA in the cost-to-close com-
putations. The community further contended that
current information management systemns
capable of handling the additional workload of
the two remaining offices. The community recom-
mended that DLA maintain three smaller and
leaner Defense Contract Management District
Offices. The community believes this approach
would provide bewter service to the customer.

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Commission Findings
The,Commission found consolidating the Defense
Contract Management Districts from three to two
districts was a reasonable approach to increasing
management efficiencies. The Commission also
found the quantity of the assigned workloads,
geographical locations, and other factors analyzed
supported the Secretary's recommendation. Once
the consolidation is completed, DLA will realize
$6.1 million per year steady-state savings with no
mission degradation.

Commission Recommendation
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the close proximity to the State Department and
the intenational support infrastructure in Wash-
ington, DC, and surrounding areas. This decision
is consistent with DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules,
the DCMC Concept of Operations and the Force-
Structure Plan.

Community Concerns

‘There were no formal expressions from the com-
munity.

Commission Findings

The Commission found merging Defense Contract
M: Command International’s mission

The C« ion finds the S y of Def
did not deviate substantially from the force-struc-
ture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Com-
mission recommends the following: disestablish
DCMD South and relocate missions to DCMD
Northeast and DCMD West.

One-time Cost: $3.1 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $8.7 miltion
Annual: $3.1 million

Return on Investment: 1999 (1 year)

FINAL ACTTON: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

States. The Command’s mission could be per-
formed from any locality. Military judgment con-
cluded that merging the mission with the

affords the opportunity to capialize
on operational and oversight and to
maximize use of shared overhead with DCMC. It
also affords the opportunity to take advantage of

into the Defense Contract Management
Headquarters, Fort Belvoir, Virginia, was an effec-
tive method to increase efficiency and reduce
costs. Moving this Command to Fort Belvoir capi-
ulizes on this location's close proximity to the
State Department and the international support
infrastructure in Washington, D.C., which is vital
to the Command’s mission.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense did
not deviate substantially from the force-structure
plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Commission
recommends the following: realign the DCMCI
(Gentile AFS), Dayton, Ohio, and merge its mission
into the Defense Contract Command
Headquarters (DCMC HQ), Ft. Belvoir, Virginia.

Defense Distribution Depot Columbus
(DDCO), Columbus, Ohio

Category: Distribution Depois—
Stand-Alone

military
One-time Cost: $7.9 million
1996-2001: $51.2 million
Annual: $11.6 million
Return on Investment: 1997 (Immediate)
FINAL ACTION: Realign

Secretary of Defense Recommendaiion
Realign the Defense Distribution Depot Columbus,
Ohio, and designate it as a storage sitc for slow
moving/war reserve material. Active material
remaining at DDCO at the time of realignment
will be attrited. Stock replenishment will be stored
in optimum space within the distribution system.
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Secretary of Defense Justification
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, is a Stand-
Alone Depot that supports the two large east/west
coast depots and is used primarily for storage capa-
bility and local area demand. The decision to realign
the Columbus depot was based on storage require-
ments and ity estimates for FY 01 and the
need to comply with BRAC 95 Decision Rules.
Columbus ranked sixth of six depots in military
value for the Stand-Alone Depot category.
The other Stand-Alone Depots were not consid-
ered for realignment for the following reasons.
The higher military value of both the
(DDSC) and San Joaquin (DDJC) depots removed
them from consideration for closure or realign-
ment. The Richmond Depot (DDRV) was not
selected for realignment because of the large
amount of conforming hazardous material storage
space, new construction and mechanization, and
collocation with supply center, which has the best
maintzined facilities of any in DLA. Both the
Ogden and Memphis distribution depots were
selected for closure.
The decision to realign rather than close the
Columbus depot was based on the need for inac-
uvemageapamymdneovemllsystemand
with the long-range intent of minimizing use of
this site as storage requirements decline. Moving
highly active stock 1o San Joaquin and Susquehanna
will allow DLA to take advantage of economies of
scale from large distribution operations. The deci-
sion was also based on the fusther consideration
that Columbus, the highest ranking DLA location
in the Installation Military Value analysis, will
remain open and most likely expand its opera-
tions, thereby allowing DLA to maximize the use
of shared overhead and optimize the use of
relzined DLA-operated facllities. In addition, the
Strategic Analysis of Integrated Logistics Systems
(SAﬂ.S)modelfavomdtheretemonofCoiuntus

Operations, Military j
the best interest of DLA and DoD to realign DDCO.
Community Concerns

There were no formal expressions from the
community.

Commission Findings

The Commission found realigning the Defense
Distribution Depot Columbus to a storage site for
slow moving/war reserve ‘material was cost-
effective and efficient. ting the distribu-
tion depot was consistent with the reduced
requirement for storage capacity and the need to
provide a low cost alternative for siting slow mov-
ing/war reserve material,

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-struc-
ture plan and final criteria. Therefore, the Com-
mission recommends the following: realign the
Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio, and
designate it as a storage site for slow moving/war
reserve material. Active material remaining at
DDCO at the time of realignment will be attrited.
Stock replenishment will be stored in optimum
space within the distribution system.

Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny
(DDLP), Chambersburg, Pennsylvania

Category: Distribution Depots - Collocated

Mission: Receive, store, and issue wholesale
and retail material in support of DLA
and the military services

One-time Cost: $44.9 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $-21.2 miltion (Cost)
Annual: $12.4 million

Return on Investment: 2003 (3 years)

FINAL ACTION: Disestablish

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

Disestablish the Defense Dlsmbuuon Depot
Letterkenny, P Material remaining at
DDLPanhenmeofd:sembhshmemwﬂlberelo-
cated to the Defense Distribution Depot Anniston,

Alabama (DDAA) and to optimum storage space
within the DoD Distribution System.

Secretary of Defense Justification

The Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny is
collocated with an Army maintenance depot, its
largest customer. While Collocated Depots may
support other nearby customers and provide lim-
ited world-wide distribution support, Letterkenny’'s
primary function is to provide rapid response in
support of the maintenance operation. The Distri-
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bution Concept of Operations states that DLA’s
distribution system will support the size and con-
figuration of the Defense Depot Maintenance Sys-
tem. Thus, if depot maintenance activities are
disestablished, Collocated Depots will also be
disestablished.

The recommendation to disestablish the
Letterkenny depot was driven by the Army recom-
mendation to mhgn Letterkenny Army Depot

potwasmdSofl?mtheOoﬂoatedDepot
military value matrix. However, that military value
ranking was based on support 10 the maintenance
missions. With the of the Army's
maintenance mission to the Anniston Amy Depot
that value decreases significantly. Other customers
within the Lenerkenny area can be supported
from nearby distribution depots. Production and
physical space requirements can aiso be met by
uﬂmoﬂudepotsmdrdmhnbnsym
DDLP is consistent with both the
DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules and the Distribution
Concept of Operations. Military judgment deter-
mined that it is in the best interest of DLA and
DoD to disestablish DDLP.

Community Concerns
See Letterkenny Army Depox, Pennsylvania.

Commission Findings
The Commission recommended realigning

Letterkenny Army Depot by transferring the towed
and -self-propelled combat vehicle mission to
Anniston Army Depot, Alabama. Because the

no longer required and should be disestablished.
Although disestablishment of the distribution
depot increased the storage shortfall for DLA, the
Commission believes that DLA will be able to
accommodate this shortfall via other public and
private storage facilities.

Commsission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense

did not deviate substantially from the force-

structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the

Commission recommends the following:

disestablish the Defense Distribution Depot
y, Pennsylvania. Material remaining at
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DDLP at the time of disestablishment will be relo-
cated 1o the Defense Distribution Depot Anniston,
Alabama (DDAA) and to optimum storage space
within the DoD Distribution System.

Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC),

Savings: 1996-2001: $21.2 million
Annual: $184 miltion

Return on Investment: 2000 (1 year)

FINAL ACTION: Disestablisb

Secretary of Defense Recommendation

The Defense Industrial Supply Center is disestab-
lished. Distribute the management of Federal Sup-
ply Classes (FSC) within the remaining DLA
Inventory Control Points (ICP). Create one ICP for
the management of troop and general support
items at the Defense Personnel Center
(DPSC) in Philadelphia, PA. Create two ICPs for
the management of weapon system-related FSCs
at the Defense Construction Supply Center
(DCSC), Columbus, Ohio and the Defense General
Supply Center (DGSC), Richmond, Virginia.

Secvetary of Defense Justification

Four of the five Inventory Control Points manage
differing mixes of weapon system, troop support,
and general support items. Troop and general
support items largely have different industry and
customer bases than weapon system items. They
are also more conducive to commercial support,
and are thus managed differently than weapon
system items. Consolidating management of items
by the method of management required will
improve oversight, streamline the supply manage-
ment process, increase internal efficiency, and
reduce overhead.

DLA manages nearly five times as many weapon
system items as troop and general support items.
A single troop and general support ICP is adequate,
but two weapon system ICPs are necessary. DPSC
isaknostenﬁrctyauoopmpponlCP.Noother
ICP currently manages troop support items. The
percentage of general suppont items at other ICPs
is relatively small. &nghns—upu'oopandgeneml
support items under DPSC management is the
most logical course of action.
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DISC had the lowest military valuk of the three
hardware ICPs. The Columbus and Richmond cen-
ters are host activities of which house
a number of DLA and non-DLA activities, con-
forming to the DLA decision rules concerning
maximizing the use of shared overhead and mak-
ing optimum use of retained DLA-operated facili-
ties. Both the Richmond and Columbus sites have
high instatiaion military value, and take advan-
tage of the synergy of a Collocated Depot. Both
also have considerable expansion capability. The
facilities at Columbus are the best maintained of
any in DLA, and Richmond has several new build-
mgscomplemdormpnogxm DISC is a tenant on

by back-filling the space already occupied by
DISC and substantially reducing the amount of
conversion required to existing warehouse space.
Based on the above, military § concluded
that disestablishing DISC is in the best interest of
DIA and DoD.

Community Concerns

The Philadelphia community contends disestab-
lishing the Defense Industrial Supply Center
(DISC) and moving its weapon system coded
items to the Defense General Supply Center
(DGSC)wmﬂdhaveanegativeimpmonmiliwy
readiness. They reasoned that moving 1.4 million
items over a relatively short period of time would

degradation.

aswmddmdunmdxel”_’:mnddbasedo-
sures, DLA determined that 2 mass movement of
nunswouldbemkyThecommumtybehem
nothing has happened since BRAC 93 to minimize
this risk. The community futther contended that
DISC, and not DGSC, should be the weapons
system Inventory Control Point because DISC
has a higher percentage of weapon system items
than DGSC, and is better able to perform the
complex work involved.

The community also argued that the cost savings
were understated because the actual costs to
move the jtems and the cost 1o keep Defense
Personnel Support Center (DPSC) at its current
Jocation for an additional two years, while await-
ing movement of personnel and items to DGSC,
were not included in the COBRA costs. In addi-
tion, they believe that the synergy between the
Navy's Aviation Supply Office and DISC, which
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was recognized by the Navy during BRAC 95, was
ignored by DLA. Finally, the community was con-
cemed because disestablishment of DISC did not
preserve job retention rights even though DIA
assured employees in writing that maximum ef-
forts would be exerted to ensure placements in
the Philadelphia area.

mnanduoopandgenmlsupponitemswasa
rational approach to increase managemen: effi-
aemandad\meamnﬁmanmalmmgs
Moreover, the Commission found that disestab-
lishing DISC allowed DLA to distribute item man-
agement responsibility among three geographically
separated inventory Control Points, two dedicated
to weapon system management and one 1o troop
and general support management. Pursuing this
option also allowed DLA to achieve a substantial
cost avoidance by back-filling space presently
occupied by DISC with the new Troop and Gen-
eral Suppost Inventory Control Point without sub-
stantial building modification. In addition, the
Commission believes DLA should ameliorate job
losses at DISC by offering displaced employees
positions at the new Troop and General Support
Inventory Control Point.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
Commission recommends the following: the
Defense Industrial Supply Center is disestablished.
Distribute the management of Federal Supply
Classes (FSC) within the remaining DLA Inventory
Control Points (ICP). Create one ICP for the man-
agement of troop and general support items at the
Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC) in
Philadelphia, PA. Create two ICPs for the manage-
ment of weapon system-related FSCs at the
Defense Construction Supply Center (DCSC),
Columbus, OH and the Defense General Supply
Center (DGSC), Richmond, VA

Defense Distribution Depot Memphis
(DDMT), Memphis, Tennessee

Category: Distribution Depots - Stand-Alone

Mission: Recelve, store, and issue wholesale
and retail material in support of the
military services

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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One-time Cost: $85.7 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $14.8 million
Annual: $23.8 million

Return on Investiment: 2001 (3 years)

FINAL ACTION: Close

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Ten-
nessee. Material remaining at DDMT at the time of

higher scores for the Susquehanna and San
Joaquin distribution depoxs in this analysis removed
them

importance i
ance with the DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules in the
decision-making process.

A further consideration was the Agency’s desire 10

tion Concept of Operations. Therefore, military
judgment determined that it is in the best interest
of DLA and DoD to close DDMT.

BRAC 93 analysis, but not in BRAC 95. Because of
these factors, the community argued that the
degukm:pp’aﬂys'ndwwmym.aior
vital
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mission found the distribution depots designated
as primary distribution sites on the east and west
coasts provxde sufficient mobilization support.
Therefore, the Commission found closing Defense
Distribution Depot Memphis would reduce both
overall excess capacity and infrastructure within
the Defense Disuibution Depot system and, at the
same time, yield significant cost savings. The
Commission recognizes the adverse economic
impact on the Memphis African-American commu-
nity. Although closure of the distribution depot
increases the storage shordfall for the DILA, the
Commission believes that DLA will be able to
accommodate this shortfall via other public and
private storage facilities. The Commission believes
leasing space in the local area is a viable option for
accommodating any short or long-term shortfall.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: close
Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, Tennessee.
Material remaining at DDMT at the time of closure
will be relocated to optimum storage space within
the DoD Distribution System. As a result of the
closure of DDMT, all DLA activity will cease at this
location and DDMT will be excess to DLA needs.

Defense Distribution Depot Red River
(DDRT), Texarkana, Texas

River, Texas. Material remaining at DDRT at the
time of disestablishment will be relocated to the
Defense Distribution Depot Anniston, Alabama,
(DDAA) and to optimum storage space within the
DoD Distribution System.

Secretary of Defense Justification
The Defense Distribution Depot Red River is col-
located with an Army maintenance depot, its larg-
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est cusiomer. While Collocated Depots may sup-
port other nearby customers and provide limited
world-wide distribution support, Red River's pri-
mary function is to provide rapid response in sup-
port of the maintenance operation. The
Distribution Concept of Operations states that
Du'sdmﬂ:unonsys\mwdlmpponﬂnmmd

of the Defense Depot Maintenance
Sysiem. Thus, if depot maintenance activities are
disestab-lished, Collocated Depots will also be
disestablished.

The recommendation to disestablish the Red River
depot was driven by the Amy recommendation to
realign its Red River Army Depot, Red River’s pri-
mary customer, and the Agency’s need to reduce
infrastructure. DDRT was rated S5 of 17 in the
Collocated Depot military valve matrix. However,
that military value ranking was based on support
to the maintenance missions. Widnhem!mmem

customers within the DDRT area can be supported
from nearby distribution depots. Production and
physical space requirements can also be met by
ﬁnlymilmngoﬁxerdeposmﬂ!dmhmm
Disestablishing DDRT is consistent with both the
DLA BRAC 95 Decision Rules and the Distribution
Concept of Operations. Military judgment deter-
mined that it is in the best interest of DLA and
DoD to disestablish DDRT.

Community Concerns
mmmumtymelxhdmbeameSS%ofme

only two primary stand-alone distribution
facilities in San Joaquin, Cal:forma and
Susquehanna, Pennsylvania. In the com-
munity contended that DLA had overstated the
savings and understated the costs for this action.
The community assested that the cost to relocate
the vehicles and other material located at the
depot was $319 million, significantly above DLA’s
figure of $58.9 million. The community’s figure
woulduulnethereuunonmvm for this

é’
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analysis. A storage capabduy would still be
required because these missions will remain i
Red River. Finally, the community argued that
closing both the Army and the Dn-hmon Depot
would be economically to the com-
munity, because this facility is the largest
employer in the area.

Commission Findings
TheComm:ssuonxecwmendeddmdwRedeer

Facility and other activities supported by the
Defense Distribution Depot Red River. The Com-
mission found, therefore, the Defense Distribution
Depot Red River, which provided principal sup-
port to the Red River Army Depot, was required
and should remain open.

Commission Recommendation

The Comemission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated from final criterion 1. There-
fore, the Commission recommends the following:
the Defense Distribution Depot Red River (DDRT)
remains open and is not disesblished. The Com-
mission finds this recommendation is consistent
with the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio
(DDST), San Antonio, Texas

Category: Distribution Depots - Collocated

Mission: Receive, store, and issue wholesale
and retati material in support of the

military services
Onetime Cost: $22.1 million*
Savings: 1996-2001: $32.7 miltion*

Annual: $18.5 milion*
Return on Investment: 1999 (Immediate)
FINAL AQ‘ION: Disestablish

* Also included in Kelly Air Force Base,

Texas costs and savings.

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
None. The Commission added this military instal-

lation to the list of bases to be considered by the
Commission for closure or realignment as a pro-
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posed change to the list of recommendations sub-
mitted by the Secretary of Defense.

Community Concerns
See Kelly Air Force Base, Texas.

Commission Findings

The Commission recommended closing the San
Antonio Air Logistics Center and consolidating its
maintenance function among the remaining Air
Logistics Centers or the private sector. Because the
San Antonio Air Logistics Center was the principal
customer of Defense Distribution Depot San Anto-
nio, the Commission found the distribution depot
was no longer reqmred and should be
disesmablished. of the
distribution depot increases the storage shontfall
for the DLA, the Commission believes that DLA
will be able to accommodate this shortfall viz
other public and private storage facilities.

Commission Recommendation
See Kelly Air Force Base, Texas.

Defense Distribution Depot Ogden
(DDOU), Ogden, Utah
Category: Distribution Depots - Stand-Alone
Mission: Receive, store, and issue wholesale
and retail material in support of the
military services :
One-time Cost: $110.8 miilion
1996-2001: $-28.0 million (Cost)
Annual: $21.3 miltion
Return on Investment: 2003 (4 years)
FINAL ACYTON: Glose

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Close Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah,
excep(fora%,wOsquatefootcanmmemfor
Army Reserve personnel. Material remaining at
DDOU at the time of closure will be relocated to
optimum storage space within the DoD Distribu-
tion System. As a result of the closure of DDOU,
all DLA acuivity will cease at this location and
DDOU will be excess to DLA needs.

Secretary of Defense Justification

The Defense Distribution Depot Ogden is 2 Stand-
Alone Depot that supports the two large east and
west coast depots and is used primarily for stor-

1-122

CHAPTER 1



|

miud&ribunonmfnmmmcm.dosureof

osdéndepmmmedﬁveofsaxinﬂnimm
ﬁonnnkedmemmmmalﬁchnmld
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In addition, the Strategic Analysis of Integrated

istics Systems (SAILS) model optimized system-
wide costs for Distribution when Ogden and
Memphis were the two Stand-Alone Depots cho-
sen for clasure. Sufficient throughput and storage
capacity are available in the remaining depots to
accommodate projected workload. Closing the
Ogden depot is consistent with the DLA BRAC 95
Decision Rules and the Distribution Concept of
Operations. Military judgment determined that it is
in the best interest of DLA and DoD to dose DDOU.

Community Concerns
The community contends the closure of the
Ogden Depot was ined when DLA com-

bined the Tracy and Sharpe Depots into the San
Joaquin, California Depot and the New
Cumberland and Mechanicsburg Depots into the
Susquehanna, Pennsylvania Depot, and desig-
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nated them both as primary distribution sites,
effectively removing them from further BRAC con-
sideration. The community argued that each of the
depots shoukd have been treated separately and
equally. The community further contended that
is DLA's most cost efficient depot. They
argued that DLA did not recognize the Ogden
Depot as the most efficient operation in the DLA
Distribution System. The community further
asserted that the shipping costs from the Ogden
Depot are lower than from the San Joaquin, Cali-
fomia Depot. In addition, they argued that the
supplier destination costs would increase as items
i from east coast suppliers would have to
pass the Ogden area for storage at the San
Joaquin Depot, only to be reissued to bases lo-
cated east of the San Joaquin Depot. The commu-
nnyalsoarguedtl’ntsmceanydepotanpetform
the functions of a Consolidated Containerization
Pmm,noponmshwldlnvebeengwenforﬂus
capability. DIA gave such points only to those
depots currently performing the function (San
Joaquin and Susquehanna ). The commu-
nity also asserted that DIA underestimated the
depot’s m:oughpm capacity, did not consider ali
of its tenants in the installation military value
analysis, and did not consider the Army’s desire to
retain the deployable medical systems (DEPMEDS)
mission at Ogden.

Commission Findings

The Commission found that force-structure reduc-
tions had resulted in a corresponding decrease in
DoD’s storage requirements. Moreover, the Com-
mission found the distribution depots designated
as primary distribution sites on the east and west
coasts provide sufficient mobilization support.
Therefore, the Commission found closing Defense
Distribution Depot Ogden (DDOU) would reduce
both overall excess capacity and infrastructure
at the same lime, yield significant cost savings.
The Commission found, however, that the
Deployable Medical Systems mission performed
by DDOU for the Army was essential t©© military
readiness and should remain, as requested by the
Executive Agent (US Army), in the Ogden area.
Moreover, the Commission found that the Amy
Reserve requirement at DDOU was greater than
the 36,000 sq. ft. identified in the DoD recommen-
dation. In fact, the Army Reserve notified the
Commission that the requirement, although not
exactly determined, was substantially above
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36,000 sq. fi. Although closure of the distribution
depot increases the storage shortfall for the DLA,
the Commission believes that DLA will be able to
accommodate this shonfall via other public and
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Defense Investigative Service (DIS)

Investigations Control and Automation
Directorate, Fort Bolabird,
Baltimore, Maryiand

Category: Investigations Control and
Automation

Mission: Recetves and controls all requests
Jor investigations and maintains all
i records

One-time Cost: $11.1 million

Savings: 1996-2001: $:0.5 million (Cost)
Annual: $0.5 miltion

Return on Investment: 2003 (5 years)

FINAL ACTION: Relocate

Secretary of Defense Recommendation
Relocate the Defense Investigative Service (DIS),
Investigations Control and Automation Directorate
(ICXAD) from Fort Holabird, Maryland, to a new
facility to be built on Fort Meade, Maryiand. This
proposal is a revision to the 1988 Base Closure
Commission's recommendation to retain the
Defense Investigative Service at Fort Holabird,
Once DIS vacates the buikling on Fort Holabird,
the base will be vacant.

Secretary of Defense Justification

The ICXAD is located in Building 320, a Korean
War-era building. The building is in disrepair and
continues 1o deteriorate costing over $0.3 million
in repairs since FY 1991 in addition to the annual
Interservice Support Agreement cost of approxi-
mately $0.4 million. A recent Corps of Engineers
(COE) Building Analysis indicated that the cost to
bring the building up to code and to correct the
environmental deficiencies would cost DIS
approximately $9.1 million based on current space
requirements. A military construction project on
Fort Meade based on 1998 DIS force-structure is
estimated to cost $9.4 million.

Community Concerns
There were no formal expressions from the com-
munity.

Commission Findings

The Commission found it was cost effective to
move DIS's Investigations Control and Automation
Directorate to new facilities on Fort Meade, Mary-
land, rather than renovate its cumrent facilities on
Fort Holabird or move into leased space. The
Commission also found that moving the organiza-
tion to Fort Meade would improve the work envi-
ronment, enhance security, and maintain a
knowledgeable work force. These factors are ail
consistent with DoD policy.

Commission Recommendation

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substantially from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Commission recommends the following: relocate
the Defense Investigative Service (DIS), Investiga-
tions Control and Automation Directorate (ICXAD)
from Fort Holabird, Maryland, to a new fadility to
be built on Fort Meade, Maryland. This proposal is
a revision to the 1968 Base Closure Commission’s
recommendation to rewin the Defense Investiga-
tive Service at Fort Holabird. Once DIS vacates the
building on Fort Holabird, the base will be vacant.

COMMISSION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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2

LIFE AFTER
BASE CLOSURE

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of
1990 provides the Defense Base Closure an Realign-
menk Commission the statutory authority to review
and analyze recommendiations from the Secretary
of Defense for base dosures and After
six years of base closings (the 1988 round under
Public Law 100-526, and the 1991 and 1993 rounds
under the current law), the Commission has
accumulated much information, heard many
suggestions, and leamed many lessons about
how the Federal government can more effectively
assist. communities affected by base closures 1o
recover from the economic consequences of a
base closure.

The Commission believes that in addition to
making recommendations to close or realign mili-
tary bases during the 1995 round, it is also appro-
priate to undertake two other tasks not mandated
in its chuster. These tasks are:

1) 10 examine the current status of reuse pro-
grams and regulations; and,

o make rec dati to the P
Congress, and communities for improving
the Federal government’s performance in fos-
tering a timely, successful transition of bases
from military use to civilian reuse.

2)

This Commission will cease to exist, under current
Faw, on December 31, 1995, The disruption visited
upon hundreds of communities by its decisions,
however, will continue for many years 1© come.
The purpoxse of this section of the Commission’s
report is to offer suggestions 10 improve the inter-
action among Federal, state, and local officials, as
well as the private secror, thut is so critical 10
economic development.

OVERVIEW OF THE
CURRENT REUSE PROCESS

Key Elements

In this report, “reuse” refers to the new use of
a former military hase intended for productive
civilian activities.

The local Redevelopment Plan: Critical to the reuse
process is-a comprehensive redevelopment plan
which contins various options the community
intends 10 use to create johs and effect economic
recovery. The plan is developed by local commu-
nity representatives who are recognized by the
Department of Defense (o carry out the redevel-
opment plan. The plan is also used as the basis for
a federally required environmental impact analysis,

Property Disposal Process: Noemally, the General
Services Administration (GSA) is responsible for
Federal propenty disposal, Py to y
direction, however, the Administrator of GSA has
delegated the authority 10 dlispose of military facili-
ties 10 the of Defense, who has redele-
gated the authority to the Secretaries of the
military departments.

Once the disposing military depanment deter-
mines it no longer needs to retain real propesty
on a closing hase, priority claims for use of the
property go to DoD entities, und then to other
federal agencies. If po federal agency requests the
propenrty, it is dechired surplus. Suie and local
governmental entities, including redevelopment
authorities, may acquire the propenty through
direct sules, public benefit conveyance, or eco-
nomic development conveyance.

LiFe ArTeR Base CLOSURE



Transfers of property on those bases that will be
closed under the 1995 Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) process are exempted from claims
on behalf of homeless care providers that receive
priority in other Federal property transfers. Trans-
fers of property at bases dosed in previous BRAC
rounds are 2lso eligible for this akernate process if
the local redevelopment authority opts for it. In
such cases, a community reuse plan must balance
the needs of the homeless with other community
and economic development needs.

Public Benefit Conveyance Under a public benefit
conveyance, closing base property may be trans-
ferred by the disposing militacy department in
conjunction with other Federal agencies, for use
by the local community at minimal or no cost for
cenain specified purposes. Examples include
property used for airports, parks, schools, health
me.pomorplmns.lnmyms,dncomn-
ued presence of significant public services on
former bases can provide an anchor to aftract ad-
ditional development.

Economic Development Conveyance. As an incen-
tive to provide immediate jobs and to speed up
economic redevelopment, the disposing military
department may sell or lease all or portions of the
real property, either at or below the fair market
value, to a local redevelopment authority.

Thedsposmgnulnrydepnmmyakonep
tiate terms and conditions of paymem forthe
property with the local redevelopment authority,

and may transfer the peoperty with or without
initial payment, or with only partial payment at
the time of transfer. In addition, the property may
be transferred for in-kind services, such as envi-
ronmental restoration, or exchanged for other real
property. Generally, DoD and the local redevelop-
ment authority share any net profits in cases
where property is conveyed without an initial cost
and is subsequently leased or sold.
Environmental Restoration: Environmental restora-
tion of military bases is often the most difficult
obstacle to civilian reuse. A transfer of real prop-
ety by deed cannot be made until environmensal
cleanup is compieted, or 2 clean-up remedy is in
place and operating successfully. As a2 result of
this prohibition, leasing base closure propesty to
communities and businesses in advance of trans-
fer has become 2 common practice. K is 2 means
of giving communities and businesses carly access
1o the propeny so that they may begin the eco-
nomic redevelopment process.
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In preparation for reuse, each major closing base
has a BRAC cleanup team of expens from the
DoD, the Eavironmental Protection Agency (EPA),
and the state regulatory agencies. The team is
responsible for expediting and improving environ-
mental response actions in order to facilitate dis-
posal and reuse, while protecting human health
and the environment. Generally, DoD does not
accelerate cleanup if the propenty is not likely to
be used by the community or another user. The
team also solicits public input on deanup plans
and on progress of the plans from community
members of the local Restoration Advisory Boards.

The DoD BRAC account is the exclusive source of
funds for environmenul restoration at closing
bases. This account is funded by annual appro-
priations and by proceeds from the sale of base
closure ies. According to DoD, as of March
31, 1995, of the 252 military installations closed in
the 1988, 1991, and 1993 BRAC rounds, there
have been 24 negotiated or public sales (adding
$69.4 million to the account), and three sales via
economic development (adding $59.2 million to
the account).

The issues of air quality and the reduction of air
pollutants present a unique problem for some
communities that are impacted by base closures.
Communities which do not meet Federal stan-
dards for air quality are required to reduce air
emissions in state implementation plans under the
Clean Air Act.

Presently, there is no guarantee that the ir emis-
sion credits available to the closing bases will be
made available for reuse to the communities. The
DoD may wish to retain the credits for its other
installations in the same air district. This raises at
least one major emission credits issue which con-
tinues 1o be unresolved: should air emission cred-
its be retained for base reuse 2s personal
property, or does DoD have priority claims on the
credis and, therefore, may retain them for its own
rules have yet to be issued by DoD.

Federal Agencies and Reuse

Many Federal depantments and agencies provide
programs that in some way directly or indirectly
impact reuse activities. Although not inclusive, the
following provide some major reuse programs.
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The Department of Defense is the primary agency
for setting overall policies relating to reuse at clos-
ing bases. It has delegated the responsibility for
ransferring and leasing base closure properties 1o
each of its military departments. The DoD is also
responsible for preparing environmental impact
analyses, and for cleanup of contaminants at mili-
tary bases.

The DoD retains responsibility for cleaning up any
contamination caused by DoD that is discovered
subsequent o transfer. It is not responsible, how-
ever, for cleanup of contaminants caused by future
users. Additionally, DoD indemnifies transferees
(owners or leasees) for any damages caused by
contamination associated with DoD activities.

The DoD's Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA)
offers technical assistance to Joca! communities on
how 10 organize for reuse activities. It also pro-
vides limited economic development planning
grants as assistance.

The Department of Commerce’s (DOC) Economic
Development Administration (EDA) provides
grants to help communities implement compre-
hensive and innovative economic development
strategies in response to base closures, including
projects involving architecural and utility renova-
tions, and overall industrial developments.

The Deparment of Education (DOE) offers pro-
grans to certain former military and civilian personnel.
The Department of the Interior (DOD ensures
compliance with the Endangered Species Act.
Many military bases have extensive wetland aress,
and many }:ave wildife habitats.

The Deptmmm‘ of Labor (DOL) provides retrain-
ing services and other readjustment services to
communities for defense workers, particulary
civilians at closing bases.

TbeEmmxalewcuonAgemy(EPA):sthe
regulatory agency that o
ofenwmmmulmednlmvmigamandfa-
sibility studies, sesdannpad:ed\ds,andsclem
environmental remedies for military bases on the
National Priority List. The EPA concurs on DoD’s
identification of uncontaminated property, and
participates 2s a member of the BRAC Cleanup
Team at closing bases.

The Federal Aviation Adminisiration (FAA) deter-
mines whether military airfield components are
pan of the National Airspace System, and if they
should be renined within this system. The FAA
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also assists communities with design criteria 2nd
procedures when converting military airfields to
civil aviation use.

The Small Business Adminisiration (SBA) pro-
vides loan guarantees and management and tech-
nical assistance to small businesses impacted by
base closings.

Legislatise and Administutie Changes
Afffecting Reuse Activities

In recent years, Cmgresshaspassed and the Ex-
ecutive Branch has imp d, far-reachi
new laws to assist impacted communities. The
DoD, EPA, DOL, and other Federal agencies have
also adopted innovative regulatory and policy
changes that provide a varety of assistance to
impacted communities, their workers, and busi-
nesses. The most significant of the changes are
discussed below.

1) The Community Environmental Response Facili-
tation Act (CERFA) was enacted in 1992 to
release uncontaminated property for early teuse.
It amends the basic legal framework (Section
120 of the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act or
CERCLA, also known as the Superfund law)
for the identification, restoration, and transfer
of contaminated military properties. CERFA
requires that uncontaminated parcels of land
at closing bases be identified, and allows
these clean parcels to be transferred while
long-term cleanup of contaminated parcels
continues. In addition, CERFA allows the trans-
fer of property by deed when the cleanup
remedy is in place and operating successfully.

2) On July 2, 1993, President Clinton announced
a Five Point Plan to redevelop communities
affected by base closures and realignments.
Them)orgoalsoftheplanmwcmte

property

b)hrger!-‘ed:ralg-ansforeoomncdevel—
opment planning and technical assistance; ¢)
on-s'te base transition coordinators as com-
munity ombudsmen; d) easy access to transi-
tion and redevelopment help; and ¢) fast-track

environmental remediation for base reuse.
3) In 1993, Congress adopted 2 series of legisla-
tive provisions introduced by Senator Pryor of
Arkansas during consideration of the National

LIFE AFTER Base CLOSURE
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Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1994, These provisions, to as the
Pryor Amendments, i and expand
the President’s Five Point Plan. The Pryor
Amendments permit the Secretary of Defense
to transfer or lease all or portions of closing
military bases to communities at or helow fair
market value or—in some cases—at no oSt

ments for properties. The legislation also per-
mits the military departments to sell a parcel
ofhndforﬂlemofdunupormexclunge
for cleanup at a closing base. In addition, the
Pryor Amendments allow cerain personal

except land, fixed-in-

be retained at the closing base to facilitate
reuse, if there is no military need for the
property.
4)’!1\esteC10wtCownunuyRedevelopmem
and Homeless Assistance Act, enacted into
law on October 25, 1994, deleted the statutory
requirement of the Stewart B. McKinney
Hmnhssmmmpvepnorxydams

organiza-
uonsrlmpmxdchumngmdmxothe
homeless. Thenewltwbahnoslomleco—

S) Legislation was i
Defense Authorization Act of 1995 to prohibit
the Pentagon and the Commission, in their
base closure and realignment decision-making

from penalizing communitics that

DoD 1o provide financial assistance to conr-
munities for carly reuse planning.

HEARINGS AND SITE VISITS

The Commission held two public hearings in
Washington, D.C. to address reuse issues and
activities, During the first hearing, the Commission
received testimony from Senator David Pryor of

The Commission also received letters, documents,
and information about the reuse process from a
variety of other sources, including Members of
Congress and concemed citizens. Finally, the
Commission staff conducted three fact-finding site
visits, made numerous office visits, and main-
uined an active dialogue with community groups
and organizations.

FINDINGS

1) The Commission believes that the Executive
Branch has recognized the difficulties commu-
nities face when military bases are closed or
realigned. The Executive Branch and Con-
gress have worked to reform the reuse pro-
cess, and to provide financial and manpower
assistance to the affected aceas. The Commis-
sion found that as a result of the joint efforts,
major achievements have been accomplished,
such as the acceleration of cleanup efforts for
contaminated sites on closing militacy bases,
and improved local determination for the con-
sideration of needs of the homeless in the
Teuse process.

2)Thecommmonfound that DoD, through the
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3) Cleasly, environmental cleanup is very costly.

Funding levels for environmental restoration
programs are declining. This could mean
postponement of environmental cleanup, pre-
senting further difficulties for impacted com-
munities. The Commission notes that Congress
is considering reduced funding levels for
other Federal programs that are essential to
communities for economic recovery, such as
the OFA and EDA programs, and;obu:xmng
and retraining programs. The Cc n
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‘The commuriities believe that in some instances,
properties selected for Federal uses leave
communities with a hodgepodge of disjointed
parcels unsuitable for the development of any
cohesive plan.

6) The Commission found thar achieving suffi-
cient environmental cleanup in a timely fash-
ion presents one of the greatest obstacles in
the entire reuse process. During the March 16,
1995, Commission hearing, numerous witnesses

feels strongly that 2dequate funding is crucial
to programs that: a) assist in environmental
restoration; b) help communities organize for
reuse, and offer economic development plan-
ning grants and economic devastation grants;
) provide job training and retraining; and d)
offer infrastructure and aviation improve-
ments, and overall industrial development
A reduction of funding for any of these pro-
grams will cause a significant setback for
communities that are working to recover from
base closures.

4) Recently, the General Services Administration

issued a ruling that would prevent DoD from
making propeny available to a local redevel-
opment authority if the DoD continues to use
the property, and DoD is interested in leasing
rather than retaining ownership of the prop-
erty. In some instances, when 2 base closes,
some tenants remain on the base in an en-
clave. Oftentimes, these tenants are reserve or
guard units with strong ties o the community.
The units are left with the responsibility to
maintain the small parce) of Federal property
that is an island in the middle of the
community’s redevelopment effort. Should the
DoD tenants decide to move outside of the
base closure process, the community would
be unable to acquire the property under the
base closure statutes and would have to revert
10 acquiring the property under normal proce-
dumofﬂ:efede:ﬂ?ropetym'!‘het:an
mlssxon believes that in some limited

tenants to allow the property to be transferred
to the reuse authority, which would in tum
lease the property back to the tenants for a
token amount, generally $1 per year.

5) The Commission received testimony from
many communities that the property disposi-
tion process is insensitive to jocal concems.

d concem about delay in environ-

- mlchnupaxdosmgbam:hazhampezs
communities engaged in economic redevelop-
ment. The Commission believes that after
public health concems have been addressed,
the most commercially viable properties
should be given priority for site investigation
and cleanup.

7) The Commission heard testimony that there
are frequent delays mtheformal screening of

nile, and on October 26, 1994, issued an

writing, the final rule to implement essential
reuse programs has not been promulgated.
9)The Commission found tlm allocating air
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of who should retain the air emission credits RECOMMENDATIONS
or offsets, the community or DoD, continues
to be unresolved. TO CONGRESS:

10) Officials of the Env:ronmenul Pro(ecuon

environmental

cleanup personnel. According to EPA, an expe-

rienced and knowledgeable BRAC Cleanup

Team is a significant element in the speedy
environmental cleanup at 2 closing base.

ll)Mostnnprdoangbasslnveanm—meBase

Transition (BTC) who works with

d'n!,btnooofuudecausbym::dnbal
Ievelammvokedbyh@erhadqum
12) The Commission found that

Theoommonfounddntmmeyars,

1) The Commission believes certain legislative

rmanent solu-

judgment, sufficient progress is being
made towards cleanup.
d) Clarify section 120(h) of CERCLA to allow

¢) Amend CERFA to clarify that storage of
hazardous material does not automatically
prevent a parcel of land from being clean,

- if the amount of material stored was either

mnmlotifﬂmmm:dﬂse Accord-

opment (including the OEA and EDA pro-
grams), and job training and retraining
(various Labor
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The Commission believes Congress should
provide adequate funding levels for environ-
mental restoration activities at closing bases.
4) The Commission recommends a change in the
property disposal law to allow all parties
ing an interest in property at clos-
ing bases 10 come to the wuble & the same
time, bringing their needs and requests for
evaluation. This would allow for planned re-
use decisions that meet the needs of the Jocal
community, and would retain within the Exec-
utive Branch the ability to obtain property for
beneficial public uses. The current system
permits former military bases to be “picked
apart” by other Federal agencies, which have
first call on the most desirable portions of the
instaliation.

TO THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH:

1) The Commission recommends DoD clean up
the most commercially viable contaminated
base areas fist, and the least desirable con-
taminated areas later, as long as the sites are
stabilized and no public health threats are im-
minent.

2) The Commission recommends DoD and other
Federal government departments and agencies
adhere to the statutory deadlines for complet-
ing the screening process of surplus real
property at closing bases.

of the Federal Property Act to aliow the trans-
fer and Jeaseback of base closure property in

that it does not have authority under the Fed-

eral Propetty Act to approve the transfer and

leaseback of the property, then the Commis-
sion urges GSA to pursue 2 legislative initia-
tive that would allow this type of ransaction.

required
Five Point Plan to stimulaite and encousage
ation.

5) The Commission recommends DoD act expedi-
tiously to promulgate an emissions trading
emission credits when base closing propertics
are transferred from military departments to
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communities.

6) The Commission recommends DoD and EPA
identify factors that will encourage senior
DoD environmenual cleanup personnel 1o re-
main at closing bases throughout the clearmp

process,

7) The Commission recommends Base Transition
Coordinators (BTC) be given authority to
make and implement more local decisions in
a timely fashion. The DoD should establish a
better working jonship with the BICs 10

_ avoid frequent revocations from the Pentagon,
a problem that can be an obstacle to speedy
economic development.

8) Since early community planning is so crucial to
successful community redevelopment, the
Commission urges DoD 1o take a2 more pro-
public and private organizations in develop-
ing strategies that will help communities use
advanced reuse planning as a tool rather than
seeing it as an obstacle.

TO COMMUNITIES:
It is far easier to identify what legislative and
policy steps Congress and the Executive Branch
might take to assist communities in making a suc-
it is to direct suggestions to the hundreds of di-
verse communities, Nonetheless, some changes in
coxmmnyanimdanndmvmanalsomke
a large contribution to improving the quality of
life after closure.
1) Communities are encouraged o contact the
various Federal depantments and agencies that
_ are mentioned earlier in this report for assis-
tance in the reuse process. As an example,
DoD's Office of Economic Adjustiment (OEA)

Army NavyDnve Suite 200, Adington, Vir-
ginia 22202-2884. OFA can be reached by
telephone at 703/604-6020. Communities are
aiso encouraged to conuact the Commerce
Department's Office of Economic Conversion
Information (lised below) for a list of success-
ful base closings that can serve as a model. In
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addition, both offices can offer other important
and relevant information about closing bases.
Z)Eaﬂymganmnontsmmltoamnnmuy

gency civili
and not wait for base closure to occur.

3) Early formnon of a local redevelopment
authority is waﬂydevelopmemofa

comprehensive redevelopment plan.

sh:pshouldbeloeplloammgnhkm
and should not exclude any key elements of
the community. This is the body that must

6) It is crucial for the local redevelopmem
authority to identify as early as possible all
real and personal properties it wishes to retain
for reuse. Additionally, it is crucial for the
authority 1o work with the disposing military
department to resolve issues surrounding the
propesties, such as tenant use of udlities, and
responsibilities for property maintenance.

DIt is important for local redevelopment

'8) The Commission recommends the free services

of the Office of Economic Conversion Infor-
mation in Washington, D.C. to communities,
individuals, and businesses who seek informa-
tion about the Federal reuse process and activi-
ties. This is a Federal clearinghouse that is

by the Departments of Commerce
and Defense. The clearinghouse can be
reached by telephone at 1-800-345-1222. (Par-
ticipating Federal Depository Libraries are
also available at this number.) The hearing
impaired may access the dearinghouse by
dialing 1-202-501-0868 TDD. A request for
mfomunoncanbe made to: ‘l‘heoﬁiceof
Economic
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ISSUES FOR FURTHER
CONSIDERATION

The Future of the Base Closure
and Realignment Process

Under current baw, this Repont of the 1995 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission repre-
sents the final oppontunity for the Defense Depan-
ment (o close or realign military instaltations in the
United States under the expedited process estab-
lishwd in the Defense Base Closure and Reulign-
ment Act of 1990. At the completion of the work
of this Commission, the casure or realignment of
military instaflations in the United States will be
govemed by section 2687 of Tide 10, United
States Code.
Under section 2687, the closure of any military
instaltation in the United States with at least 300
civilian employees, of the realig of any instal-
lation involving a reduction of more than 1,000
clvnh:nemphyeﬁorofmeumn 50 percent of
ltation's civilian workforce, cannot tuke
phceunﬁlu\eSecmryochfem:camesm(
“an evaluation of the fiscal, local economic, bud-
getary, envnonnmal, strategic, and operational
« such ol or realignment.” If
the Secrmry conduds as a result of these evalu-
ations that the closure or realignment shoukd pro-
ceed, the Secretary must notify Congress of the
propased closure or realignment and wait 30 leg-
ishtive, or 60 calendir, days befose procoeding:

Experience has demonstrated that the process for
closing or renligning bases contained in section
2087 i unworkable. During the decade following
cnaciment of this siatate in 1977, the Defense
Department did not close or realign a single major
military installation in the United States. Changing
mission requirements and reductions in defense
spending, however, placed growing pressures on
hoth Congress and the Defense Depantment to
deal with the problem of climinating unmccessary
and inefficient fucilities il instadbations, Vwese
pressures ultimately fed Congress and the Execu-
tive Branch o set aside the hase cosure process

conained in section 2687 and fo create the 1988
Base Closure Commission and then 10 enact the
Defense Base Closure arxl Realignment Act of 1990.

Despite four rounds of base closures and realign-
ments, reductions in domestic infrastructure in the
Defense Department have not kept pace with reduc-
tions in funding and force levels. In the last ten
years, the defense budget has declined in real
tenms by alaxst 40 percent. Under cument plans,
defense spending will continue 10 dedline in real
ters exch year through 1999, Overall, the Defense
Department has rduced the size of the military
services by 30 percent. By the end of this decade,
the Ammy will have climinated 45 percent of its
divisions, the Air Force 44 percent of its

fighter wings, and the Navy 37 percent of its ships.
At the same time, the three previous closure
rounds (1988, 1991 and 1993) have resulted in a
decrease in our domestic base infrastructure of 15
percent. With the additional reductions proposed
by this Commission, the cumulative reduction in
military installations will he approximately 21 per-
cent if accepted by the President arxi the Congress.
Secretary of Defense William Perry acknowledged
i the Commission that the Defense Deparntment
will stilt have excess infrastructure afier the 1995
cound of closures and realignments.  Secretary
Perry suggested the need for an additional round
of dosures and realignments in 3 o 4 years, after
the Defense Depanment has absorbed the effeats
of 1k chasures and redigament from this and
prior rounds.

The Chaiman of the Joint Chicls of Saff also
testified 10 the Commission that excess capacity
would remain in the Defense Deparunent after
this closure sound. General Shalikashvili agreed
with Secretary Perry on the need for adlitional
base dosing authority in the future, and said that
oppantunities remain in DOD o increase cross-
servicing, particularly in she area of joint-use bases
anl truining facilities.




In testimony during the Commission's final public
hearing on June 14, 1995, Joshua Gotbaum, the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic Security,
indicated that “Even after BRAC 95 has been imple-
mented, we will continue to have excess infra-
structure.” Secretary Gotbaum also indicated that
“Future base closure authority will be necessary.”
The Commission agrees with these statements.

Congress authorize another Base Closure Commis-
sion for the year 2001 similar 10 the 1991, 1993
and 1995 Commissions.

Berween now and the time another Commission is
authorized, all of the military services have
expressedthemedtobezblewmkcdmgsm
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through which large numbers of excess military
mlhnmsmtheUnuedSumknvebemorwl

Milisary Hospitals
The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission

mmmsowouldbem-eﬁemve

civilian providers, orsuncmnblmmofmetwo
The joint Cross-Service Group developed 2 list of

restructusing .
Commission urges OSD and the military services
to work together in this important effort.

This combination of hospital restructuring initia-
tives within and outside of the base closure pro-
cess, however, shoukl be viewed as the beginning
point of 2 process and not the end. Even after the
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implementation of the recommendations of this
Commission and the actions the services are taking
outside of the base closure process, many oppor-
tunities will remain for consolidation ot resources
across service lines and with civilian sector medi-
cal resources.

DoD shoukd aggressively seek out and pursue
tions in direct care capacity, panticularly inpatient
bed capacity, woukl likely enhance both the cost
and mission effectiveness of the military medical
system. Cost effectiveness would be enhanced
when DoD provides directly only those services
that would be more costly to purchase from the
civilian health care system Mission effectiveness
would be enhanced when infrastructure reduc-
tions permit the DoD to focus its direct care assets
in the most mission critical areas directy related
o medical care.

A careful assessment of requirements and avail-
able civilian resources is particufarly important for
the small military hospitals located in areas with
an over~capacity of civilian medical resources.
Realignment of these hospitals to clinics or sub-
acute care inpatient facilities is likely to be cost
effective without eroding the department’s ability
to accomplish either the peacetime or wamime
missions of the military health services system.

Finally, no efforts to address DoD medical infra-
structure issues, no matter how well designed, will
be able to accomplish meaningful, appropsiate
reductions in the size of the military medical sys-
tem unless DoD reaches a consensus on the readi-
ness requirement of that system. Without
consensus about the size of the medical system

medical requirements and how it will meet them.

Privatization of DoD Industrial
and Commercial Activities

During the Commission’s review of Defense Depart-
ment recommendations to close the maintenance
functions at Louisville and Indianapolis, the local
communities presented proposals that woukd allow
nloa\lmdevelopm\tmhmnytoobnmowner
ship of the closed depot facilities. These facilities
would then be offered to private companies or
employee groups for use in proposing bids on
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work previously performed at these installations.
Acceptance of these proposals is beyond the
Commission's authority to direct, but they appear
10 be 2 positive approach 1o solving the Navy’s
excess infrastructure problem.

The former government employees would provide
askdledhbotpool and,xfsucossful the local

excess infrastructure and also reduce costs for
It would be possible for the ct
acquire the facilities through the reuse process,
but only an active partnership with DoD can
resotve the issues of workload, saff carryover,
and technology transfer which coukl make such
enterprises both viable and beneficial 1o the com-
munity, employees, and DobD.
While this initiative is in line with the privatization
goals cited by the recent Commission on Roles
and Missions of the Armed Forces, it goes one
step farther by including DoD and the local com-
munity as active participants in the process. By
creating truly cooperative ventures, rather than
simply divesting an operation to the private sec-
tor, DoD can ensure that its requirements are met
directly, while enjoying the efficiency of private
operation.
The Commission believes reducing infrastructure
byupmdmgpnvauumntooﬂmbobmdumal
activities will reduce the cost of
mmnmgandopmmgamdynﬂmfome
Many industrial and commercial activities now
performed by military and civilian personnel
throughout the military services could be operated
by the private sector without any loss of military
capability. Privatization of these functions would
reduce operating costs, eliminate excess infra-
structure, and allow uniformed personnel to focus
on skills and activitles directly related to their mili-
tary missions.
The Commission received testimony indicating
that the current statutory requirement that at least
wpacmdﬂndepotmmnmceworkloadm
each military service must be done in DoD depots
may be an impediment to further privatization.

Issues FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION
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Cross-Servicing Witbin the
Department of Defense
In previous BRAC cycles, the analyses and devel-
recommendations

opment of for dosure and realign-
ment actions were conducted solely within the

anddcvelopmemhboutmes mddepotmime—
nance. Each group was chaired by a senior executive
from the Office of the Secretary of Defense and
was composed of members from each of the mili-
tary services. Each of the groups established use-
ful policy objectives to downsnze DoD
cture and encourage cross-servicing
workload. The groups also eswblished data cali
procedumwhichmkedinchudmwemoom—
Despite the attempts through the BRAC 1995
preparation process, few cross-servicing recom-
mendations were included in the Secretary’s base
closure recommendations to the Commission. The
Joint Cross-Service Groups produced a number of
cross-servicing recommendations. The Depot
Maintenance Joint Cross-Service Group, for example,
developed two sets of base closure altematives.
Both alternatives suggested eight maintenance
depots for closure and both contained significant
cross-servicing opportunitics. However, rather
than their suggestions to the Secre-

dndnotmdudemostofrhejemt&ou—&emoe
Groups suggestions in their BRAC recommenda-
tions to the Secretary of Defense.

The Commission recommends the Department of
Defense include efforts to establish cross-servicing
during any future base closure rounds. The Joint

Cross-Service Groups should be responsible for -
workload

assessing the component and the cost
and savings aspects of their recommendations. For
that reason, these Groups and not the military
services should COBRA analyses to reflect
the impact of their recommendations. The Group
leaders should propose cross-servicing recommen-
dations direcdy to the Secretary of Defense for
review and consideration early in the process of
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developing the Department’s proposals.

Military Family Housing
In its recommendations to the Commission, the Amy

ing Allowance. The Commission viewed this to be
an erosion of quality of life for the soldier and his
family and a ransfer of DoD's shonfall in funding
for family housing operations and maintenance to
a significant out-of-packet expense to the soldier.

The Commission encourages DoD to expedite its
effort to draft, and the Congress to enact, legislation
that will allow the private sector to acquire and
revitalize military family housing for the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Engineering Field Activity (EFA) West,
San Bruno, CA
mNavysEngnemnaneldAmny(EFA)Wm,
in San Bruno, Califomia was added for consider-
anmbytheCommmonasapotem:ldowreor
Although the Commission did mot
tzkemyacnonloml:gnotdosemtsacﬁmyme
Commission is concerned that the activity occu-

ettyishahadonwell—mi&edformo.reimensive
commercial development.

in the past, the Navy held preliminary discussions
mthﬂnecuyofSaanmabomznexchzngeof
propenty for the construction and conveyance to

the federal government of a building which would
reflect the value of any parcel acquired by the
city. If the Navy retains the property in its current
configuration, it will continue to pay for unneces-
sary operating costs, and it will forfeit the oppor-
tunity 10 locate EFA West, and potentially other
federaltemms in modem office space at minimal

pursue
EFA West compound for the benefit of the Navy
and the local community.
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‘While this discussion refers to one specific base,
theremaybemanyothmthaloonldbewc
effi ly used if are investi-
gated by the services in consultation with the Jocal
communities. The Commission encourages the use
of innovative approaches 1o the effective utiliza-
tion of Deparimenx of Defense real esute. Imple-
mentation of solutions such as the one for EFA
West can create significant infrastructure savings
without base closure actions.

Return on Investment

Like DoD, the Commission used retum on invest-
ment as one of the eight criteria in making decisions
regarding the realignment or closure of an installa-
tion. Qver the past three rounds, several issues
regarding the calculation of return on investment
surfaced during the process. This round was no
jon. The most significant issues to surface
during this round follow:
* First, evenaftcrfwrrounds there still

Actions (COBRA) model runs.
 Second, the exclusion of environmenif|
cleanup costs and Jocality pay for civilian
employees continued to be a point of
contention with many communities.
© Third, the exclusion in the calculations of
some relevant costs and savings tended
10 obscure the actual economic benefit
to the DoD.
 Finally, the largest area of concemn was
the policy of using a yearly revised “cost
of money” rate as the discount rate used
to calculate net present value.
Each service or defense agency was responsibie
forcomnmgmmcom runs. This policy
significant differences among the ser-
vices in how they calculated retum on investment.
Even though the GAO and service Inspector Gen-
erals audited this process, several differences in
the methods to COBRA runs were not
captured through these audits. For instance, the
Navy, in several of their COBRA runs, excluded
the cost of mission personnel assigned to an instal-
lation who provide disassembly, padun&unpﬂck
ing, reinstallation and recalibration of specialized
equipment, while the other services and agencies
reported 2 one-time moving cost for these activities.
This allowed the Navy to avoid showing moving
costs associated with a realignment or closure action
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that sometimes were significant. Although the
other services did not, the Air Force
sometimes included a Base C ion Agency
cost even though COBRA automatically calculated
a program planning cost to manage the base
realignment or closure aciivity. Finally, the Armmy
did not include many of the costs included by the
other services because they conducted COBRA
runs from a macro viewpoint. All of these and
other differences led to different costs and savings
estimates,
A_second area of concemn was the treatment of
environmental cleanup costs and locality pay. The
Donollcyexdudedboth of these costs. This
i challenged by communities.
Some communities asserted that any closure or
realignment action would likely result in a change
in the overall cost to cleanup an instaliation, either
by accelerating the cleanup or conducting the
cleanup with oid technologies. DoD policy had
been able to virtually ignore the impact on envi-
ronmental restoration costs as a result of the
realignment or closure action. While this may
have been 2 valid approach, the policy should be
reviewed for any future base closure efforts. The
second cost ignored by DoD was the change in
locality pay for civilian empioyees. The COBRA
captured Variable Housing Allowance for military
personnel and local construction cost differences
in a local “Area Cost Factor.” It was therefore
inconsistent not to consider civilian locality pay
differences. This concem was especially relevant
since locality pay is based on federal law and
was 2 recognizable cost to DoD as a result of an
action which realigned personnel from a low-cost
area with no locality pay to one with a high cost
of living.
The next area of concen was the number of legi-
timate costs and savings which were not included
in the COBRA calculations. One of these was the
savings that occurs when greater efficiency is
achieved by consolidating functions into fewer
locations. Even though these savings were difficukt
to estimate, :maleghtmesavmgsmetothe
closure process. Another and sometimes
significant savings was the avoidance of future
capital investment that occurs when 2 large instal-
fation is closed. Most real property has to be re-
placed every forty to fifty years. Therefore, 2
portion of a base’s infrastructure which needs to
bewphceduchywmnotapmmdmmﬂ:—
tary construction budgets or real property mainte-
nance accounts. These very real and significant
savings were missed in the current execution of

IssUEs FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION
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wizhﬂ\ebaseclosureprocas.Costssuchas

present worth of future savings. These savings
were discounted for the decreased value of
money in the future. In 1991, the discount rate
was 10 percent. In 1993, DoD used a 7 percent
rate and in 1995, a 2.75 percent rate was used.
These differem rates caused a large difference in
the net present value of future savings. Using 2 10
percent rate decreased the savings to a third of
what they would be if a discount rate of 2.75
percent were used. Instead of using a rate which
can vary greatly from year-to-year, a reasonable
estimate of 5 10 7 percent should be used and not
changed over time. The General Accounting Office
recommended the use of a 4.85 percent discount
rate for the 1995 round. Using the same discount
rate is the only way 10 compare one round of
BRAC with another round.

Analysis of Economic Impact

Economic analysis of bases identified for closures
and realignments in the 1995 round improved sig-
nificantly from prior base closure rounds. Eco-
nomic data provided to the Commission from the
Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) on Economic
Impact provided 2 coherent and comprehensive
analytic approach for estimating the economic
impact of military base closures. Similarly, the
1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission’s economic impact computer software
was far superior t0 economic capabilities avail-
able 10 past Comsmissions. Despite the ongoing
improvements in calculating the economic impact
of a base closure, there were a number of areas
that could be improved,

The primary focus of the JCSG economic impact
soﬁwarewlstodeteminemenmnberofmlury

Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) analysts.

A modification to the economic analysis sofrware
to automatically account for reassigned military,
civilian, and private contractor personnel from
each origin to all destinations would be a signifi-
cant improvement to the current softwace, Also,
the software should be able to account for the
changes in the number of military, civilian, and
private contractors arriving at each destination
from all origins. These modifications would reduce
the potential for emors in cost and economic analysis.
The DoD Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic
lmpactdecadedﬂmcumulauveecmmc:mpm
would include prior BRAC actions if personnel
losses occurred in 1994 or later. The Group deci-
ded that historical government economic trend
data would capture the actual economic impacts
of BRAC actions prior to 1994. Therefore, the 1995
Commission economic database did not include

realignment personnel
pleted prior to 1994, The 1995 Commission con-
cluded that this approach did not fully
accommodate the concemns of the communities
affected. To improve the database as a tool for
computing cumulative economic impact, all prior
base closure actions in an economic area shoukd
be included in the grand totals of the cumulative
A job mulbtiplier obtained from government eco-
nomic source materizl was used in cakulations to

revnewofnmlnpbeufomdthzlznunberofme
services' multipliers appeared lower than those
independently computed by the Commission. On-
going discussions with the Joint Cross-Service
Groups clarified multiplier differences. To reduce
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Existing unemployment in an area that might be
affected by 2 BRAC action was important when
calculating the total economic impact of a poten-
tial base dosure or realignment. One method to
assess the total pocential unemployment rate is to
combine the current unemployment rate with the
impact computed for BRAC, making sure the
employment base definition is consistent, ie.,
does or does not include military personnel
between each economic area analyzed.

The Joint Cross-Service Group used the Bureau of
Economic Analysis (BEA) data for an employment
data base by economic area. The Commission
approved the Department of Defense’s use of BEA
data which represented 2 change from relying
solely on the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) dara
during previous base closure rounds. The Com-
mission agreed to use BEA, because unlike BLS,
the data found in BEA included military person-
nel. However, historical information on employ-
ment and rates of unemployment in the economic
impact database were published by BLS. Conse-
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PrREVIOUS BASE
CLOSURE ROUNDS

HISTORY OF BASE CLOSURE

Closing military installations has always been a
difficult process. Whether closures are designed to
recluce miliary overhead, enhance readi and
modemization, or reflect the realities of changing
intermational threats, the impact of these decisions
on Jocal communities can be dematic and painful.
Additionally, the decision-making process itself
has had 2 controversial history, punctuated wuh
accusations of political interf an! retrib

In the early 1960's, President Kennedy concluded
that the large defense base structure developed
during World War 11 and the Korean conflict was
no longer necessary. A1 the President’s direction,
Sccnemy of Defense Robert McNamara developed

and implemented a base closure program. The cri-
teria governing the selection process were estab-
lished primarily within the Office of the Secretary
of Defense, with minimal consuitation with the
miliary depanments or Congress. Hundreds of
bases closures and realignments took place during
this period, and more than 60 major bases were
closed. Despite these accomplishments, charges
that hase closures were used hy the Executive
Beanch to punish uncooperative kegistalons were
prcvalem

In 1965 Congress passed Ieg:shnon seiting up

igned 10 mvolve naelf in
any DoD base closme program. The was
vetoed by President johnson, further exacerhating
the growing confrontiion between the Executive
and Legiskiive Branches of government. Despite
this antagonistic situation, the Department of
Defense was abke to complete base sealignments
and closures routinely throughout the 1960's.

During the 1970's, however, Do found it increas-
ingly difficult 1o realign or close installations due
10 continued attempis by Congress to regulate the
hase closure process and to limit or deny hase
closure funding. In 1976, the Military Construction

Authorization Bill contained a provision prohibit-
ing any base closure or reduction of more than
250 civilian employees until the Depantment w.ad
notified Congress of the proposed actions,
assessexd the personnet and economic impacts,
followed the study provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and waited nine
months. This bill was vetoed by President Ford,
and the Congressional veto override effort failed.
An imponiant uming point in the struggle between
Congress ant the Executive Branch occurred in
1977. In that year, Congress succeeded in enacting
legistation which severely restricted DoD's ability
to close military bases. This statute—Title 10,
United States Code, Section 2687-—required the
Depanment of Defense to notify Congress if an
instaltation hecame a closure or realignment candi-
date. The law also subjected all proposed closure
actions to the lengthy environmental evaluation
requirements of the NEPA process, as well as to
locat economi: and strategic consequence reposts.
ln addition, DoD was required 10 wait 60 days for
to pond to its rec
These and other procedural requirements estab-
lished in Section 2687, combined with Congres-
sional reluctance 1o close military bases,
effectively halted base closures (Section 2687
appears in Appendix C of this Repoxt).
For a decade following the passage of Section
2687, all atempts at closing major installations
failed, and proposed realignments of small mili-
tary units were often thwarted. At the same time,
the 1980's witnessed a dramatic increase in defense
spendling and rapid military expansion, reaching
its peok in 1985 As the defense budget declined
in subsequent years, the size of the US. armed
forces changed, yet the hase siructure remained
unakered. As a result, readiness was being threat-
ened as lheservmesstmggledlopaymeopen(
ing costs of led ture.




THE 1988 COMMISSION

By 1988, the Defense budget had declined for
three straight years and was predicted to decline

provided relief from oer-

andmAppenduMbymﬂimym)

Major base closure and realignment recommenda-
tions of the 1988 Commission include:

16 CLOSURES

George Air Force Base, CA
Mather Air Force Base, CA
Norton Air Force Base, CA
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wmgtonBluegrassAmyDepot KY
Naval Station Lake Charles

Army Material Tech Lab, MA

Pease Air Force Base, NH

Naval Station Brooklyn, NY
Philadeiphia Naval Hospital, PA
Naval Station Galveston, TX

Fort Douglas, UT

Cameron Station, VA

11 REALIGNMENTS

Fort Huachuca, AZ
Pueblo Army Depox, CO
Fort McPherson, GA
Fort Devens, MA

Fort Holabird, MD
Fort Meade, MD

Naval Station Puget Sound, WA
Public law 100-526 required Secretary Carluccz [

Implementation of the 1988 Commission's recom-
mendations was required to start by January, 1990,
and 1o be completed by October, 1995. As of
June, 1995, 14 of the 16 insullations recom-
mended for closure have been closed

Enaczment of P.L. 100-526 constitwed a recognition
that consolidation in the milirary basing structure
could be a way o realize savings in the defense
budget, while not impaiting the ability of the
armed forces to carry out their missions. Akhough
designed to break the stalemate and balance the
premgaﬁvsof:hetwobnnchsofgmmnmm,

the Congressional response was reminiscent of the
base closing activities of the early 1960's. Congres-
sional critics claimed that the list unfairy targeted
districts represented by cemtain members of Con-
gress. mwssmmcnmsapponedby
and reported directly to, the Secretary of Defense.
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It generated its own list of recommended closures
and realignments. All hearings and votes were
conducted in closed sessions. Litde information
about how the Commission artived at its recom-
mendations was made available to the public.

CHANGING WORLD SITUATION

The end of the Cold War fundamentally altered
the international political landscape. The late
1980's and early 1990's saw the fall of the Berlin
Wall, the demise of the Warsaw Pact, and the
breakup of the Soviet Union. These events dra-
matically changed US. military requirements. k
became clear that our national defense posture
could be strengthened, and costs reduced,
through a more efficient military base structure, At
the same time, the rapidly growing national debt
became an increasingly urgent political issue.
Thus, base closures and realignments became 2
part of each military depantment's budget strategy
for balancing their base structure with their declin-
ing force structure.

Public Law 100-526, however, established a2 one-
time only Commission, which expired on Decem-
ber 31, 1988. Consequently, closing bases was
once again govemed by the procedures mandated
by Section 2687 of Title 10, United States Code—
procedures that had prevented base closures for
over a decade.

To address the problem of excess infrastructure,
in January, 1990, Secretary of Defense Richard
Cheney unilaterally proposed the closure of 35
additional bases and the realignment or reduction
of forces at more than 20 other bases. The Office
oi the Secretary of Defense, however, had failed
to provide specific written guidance to the military
services and defense agencies on how to evaluate
bases for possible closure or realignment. The ser-
vices, consequently, all used different processes to
come up with their recommendations.

As in the past, the 1990 recommendations submit-
ted by Secretary Cheney were met with Congres-
sional protests that the Jist was politically
influenced. And, as in the past, Congress was criti-
cized for being institutionally incapable of making
decisions that weregoodfordxecwnuybutpam
ful for some con, districts.

the need to further reduce the defense base struc-
ture, and to ensure a fair process, Congress
passed the Defense Base Closure and Reali

Act of 1990 (Tile XXIX of Public Law 101-510).

This law effectively halted all closures based on
the Secretary’s January, 1990, list and required
new procedures for closing or realigning bases.
(Title XXIX of P.L. 101-510, as amended, appears
in Appendix F).

P.L. 101-510; THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE
AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

Signed by President Bush on November 5, 1990,
PL 101-510 created an independent, five-year
Defense Base Closure and Realignment

sion (DBCRC) with closure rounds in 1991, 1993,
and 1995. The act outlines procedures, roles, and
time lines for the President, Congress, Department
of Defense, General Accounting Office, and the
Commission to follow.

1121990legmlauonmqulredthatallbasesbe
P equally the Department of
Defenses current force-structure plan and Con-
gressionally approved selection criteria. For each
of the three DBCRC rounds, the services and DoD
agencies submit their candidates for closure and
realignment to the Secretary of Defense for his
review. After reviewing service candidates, the
Secretary submits his recommendations to DBCRC
for its review.
The Commission has four months to scrutinize
and analyze the Secretary’s recommendations. In
addition, the Commission possesses the authority
to add, delete, or modify the Secretary’s list. On
July 1, the Commission submits its report with
recommendations to the President for his consid-
eration. The President has 15 days to either accept
or reject the Commission’s recommendations in
their entirety; if he rejects them, the Commission
can give the President a revised list of recommen-
dations. If the President accepts the Commission’s
recommendations, he forwards the list to the Con-
gress. The law provides Congress with only two
options: do nothing and accept the list, or reject it
in full by passing a joint resolution of disapproval.
If such a resolution is passed by both Houses of
Congress, it would be subject 1o a veto by the
President. In the absence of 2 joint resolution of
disapproval, the Commission’s recommendations
have the force of law.

The DBCRC was created “to provide a fair process
that will result in the timely closure and realign-
ment of military installations inside the United
States.” Established as an independent Presidential
Commission, lawmakers intended DBCRC to be a

PREVIOUS BASE CLOSURE ROUNDS
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axgopmtopublicscmﬁny.
Procedurally, the 1988 DoD Commission and the

independent process,

Accounting Office (GAO) to provide the Commis-
sion a detailed analysis of the Secretary of
Defense’s recommendations and selection process.
The GAO also assists the Comsmission in its analy-
sis of the Secretary’s recommendations.

The process by which the DBCRC operates is also
The Commission meets only duzing the non-clection
years of 1991, 1993, and 1995. All meetings and
hearings are open to the public. The DBCRC pro-
vides numerous oppoctunities to receive testimony
and viewpoints from interested parties, as well as
community and leaders. Transcripts of
by the Commission are available for public review.
Every major site proposed for closure is visited by
at least one commissioner, in order to gain a first-
hand look at the installations, as weil 25 1o pro-
vide the public with an opportunity to explain the
economic and other impacts a dosure would have
on the local community.

THE 1991 COMMISSION

Aspmvidedind\emm,lheDmoon’msd
eight members appointed by the President, with
the advice and consent of the Senate. In selecting
indhridmls.u?bemmﬂmedfun'nubadﬁ)on

sult with the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives concerning the appointment of two
members, the majority leader of the Senme concem-
appointment of an additionsl two members,
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The 1991 Commission was chaired by former Rep-
resentative Jim Courter. Other commissioners
were William L. Ball Il; Howard H. Callaway;

billion. This represented 2 reduction of approxi-
mately 5.4 percent of the domestic base structure.
The President accepied all of the Commission’s
recommendations on July 11, 1991, and forwarded
the Commission’s report with his approval to the
Congress. On July 30, 1991, by a vote of 60 to
364, the House rejected a resolution of disap-
proval. , the recommendations of the
1991 Commission have the force of law.

Major base closures and realignments of the 1991
Commission include:

26 CLOSURES

" Eaker Air Force Base, AR

Williams Air Force Base, AZ
Castle Air Force Base, CA

CHAPTER 4



Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC
Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX
Carswell Air Force Base, TX
Chase Field Naval Air Station, TX
Naval Station Puget Sound, WA

19 REALIGNMENTS

Fort Chaffee, AR

Beale Air Force Base, CA

Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, CA

Pacific Missile Test Center, Point Mugu, CA

Naval Coastal Systems Center, Panama City, FL

MacDill Air Force Base, FL

Rock Island Arsenal, IL

Naval Avionics Center, Indianpolis, IN

Naval Weapons Support Center, Crane, IN

Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville, KY

Fort Polk, LA

Naval Oxdnance Station, Indian Head, MD

Naval Surface Weapons Center, White Oaks, MD

Aviation Systems Commndfl‘roop Suppon
Command, MO

Leuerkenny Army Depcx, PA

Naval Air Development Center, Warminster, PA

Naval Air Engineering Center, Lakehurst, NJ

Naval Air Propulsion Center, Trenton, Nj

Naval Undersez Warfare Engineering Station,
Keyport, WA

The 1991 closures and recommendations were

required to begin in July, 1993 and must be com-

pleted by july, 1997. As of June, 1995, 19 of the 26

major insallations have been closed and two more

are scheduled for closure by the end of FY 1995

(a complete list of the 1991 recommendations is

contained in Appendix L on a state-by-state basis,

and in Appendix M by miliary service).

THE 1993 COMMISSION

The second Defense Base Closure and -
ment Commuission to operate under P.L. 101-510
was again chaired by former Representative Jim
Courter, the 1991 Commission chair, Other com-
missioners included Captain Peter B. Bowman,
USN (rer); Beverly B. Byron; Rebecca G. Cox;
General Hansford T. Johnson, USAF (ret.); Arthur
ILevin, Jr; Harry C. McPherson, Jr.; and Robert D.
Stuart, jr. (Commissioner Levitt, who also served as
a commissioner during the 1991 round, resigned
from the Commission on May 4, 1993, following
his appointment by President Bill Clinton to be

Chairman of the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion).

The Commission received Secretary of Defense
Aspin’s recommendations for base dosures and
realignments on March 12, 1993. The Commission
held 125 base visits, 17 regional hearings, and 16
investigative hearings in Washington, D.C. It sub-
mitted its repont to the President on July 1, 1993,
recommending the closure of 130 bases and the
realignment of 45 others. Estimated FY 1994-1999
net savings was approximately $3.8 billion after
one-time costs of approximately $7.43 billion. The
savings from these actions are estimated to total
approximately $2.33 billion annually. These ap-
proved closures and realignments represent a fur-
ther reduction of approximately 6.2 percent of the
domestic base structure.

Major base closures and realignments of the 1993
Commission include:

28 CLOSURES

Naval Station Mobile, AL

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, CA

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, CA

Naval Air Station Alameda, CA

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda, CA

Naval Hospital O2kiand, CA

Naval Station Treasure Istand, CA

Naval Training Center San Diego, CA

Homestead Air Force Base, FL

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, FL

Naval Training Center Orlando, FL

Naval Air Station Agana, GU

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, HI

Naval Air Station Glenview, IL

O’Hare Intemational Airpon Air Reserve
Station, IL

Naval Electronic Sy Engi g
St. Inigoes, MD

KI. Sawyer Air Force Base, Ml

Naval Station Staten Island, NY

Platsburgh Air Force Base, NY

Defense Electronics Supply Center, OH

Newark Air Force Base, OH

Defense Clothing Factory, PA

Charlesion Naval Shipyard, 5C

Naval Station Charleston, SC

Naval Air Station Dallas, TX

Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk, VA

Vint Hill Farms, VA

Center,

PREVIOUS BASE CLOSURE ROUNDS
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13 REALIGNMENTS

Anniston Amyy Depot, AL

March Air Force Base, CA

Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow, CA
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, CA

Fort Monmouth, NJ

Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, Ri
Naval Air Station Memphis, TN

Ogden Air Logistics Center, Hill Air Force Base, UT
Tooele Army Depot, UT

Fort Belvoir, VA

The President accepted all of the Commission’s
recommendations on July 2, 1993, and forwarded
the Commission’s report with his approval to the
Congress. On September 20, 1993, by a vote of
12-83, the Senate rejected a resolution of disap-
proval of the Commission's recommendations.
Consequently, the recommendations of the 1993
Commission have the force of law. The 1993 rec-
ommendations are required to begin by July,
1995, and must be completed by July, 1999. As of
June 1995, four of the 1993 major closures have
occurred, and another four are scheduled for clo-
sure by the end of FY 1995 (a complete list of the
1993 Commission’s recommendations are con-
tained in Appendix L on a state-by-state basis, and
in Appendix M by military service).
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THE 1995 PROCESS
AND PROCEDURES

Composition of the 1995 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment
Commission

The commissioners chosen to serve on the 1995
round of the Defense Base Closure and Realign-

ment Commission have diverse backgrounds in
pubhcsewmbummdthemlmry In ac-

Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives, two
in consultation with the U.S. Senate Majority
Leader, and one commissioner with the advice of
each of the House and Senate Minority Leaders.
The two remaining nominations were made inde-
pendently by the President.
The Commission staff was drawn from
backgrounds encompassing government, law,
those

The(‘nmnission’smiewandamlysismﬁwas

THE 1995 BASE CLOSURE PROCESS

KEY PROVISIONS OF THE LAW

Public Law 101-510, as amended, requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to submit a list of proposed

military base closures and realignments to the
Commission by March 1, 1995 (see Appendix F).
aoco:dancewmmesumte these recommen-
must be based upon the force-structure
bmnedto with the Department
dDefenuhsdgetmquorFsale 1996,
and upon final criteria developed by the Secretary
of Defense and approved by Congress. For the
1995 Commission process, the Secretary of
Defense announced in December, 1994, that the
final criteria would be identical to those used dur-
ing the 1991 and 1993 base closure round.
The Secretary of Defense based the force-structure
plan on an assessment of the probabie threats to

muomlsecumydunngmesx-yurpqmdbegm-
ning m.1995 as well as the

"‘9-5"




to the Commission and

for disapproval. The Commission then has uotil
August 15, 1995, 10 submit a revised list
mendations to the President. At that point, the

|
:
|

evaluation of DoD's selection process (see Appen-

dix O and Appendix P).

Based on the information gathered and the analy-
pesformed,

i
i
;
;
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tives and additions to the 246 bases recommended
for closure or real; by the Secretary of
Defense. As required by law, the Commission pub-
lished the required notice on May 17, 1995, in the
Redieral Register 1o inform commuinities their bases
were under consideration by the Commission for

or realignment. Public hearings
were held for each of the installations

4
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Secretary’s January 7, 1994, memorandum, on
February 7, 1994. TheDeputmenussuedtheﬁ.m!
selection criteria in the Federal Register on Decem-
ber 9, 1994. The Deputy Secretary provided the
final force-structure plan on January 11, 1995. This
Plan was updated on February 22, 1995, by the
“ Deputy Secretary to reflect budget decisions, and
was provided to Congress and the Commission on
the same day.

JOINT CROSS-SERVICE FUNCTIONS

The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission recommended that the Department
develop procedures for considering potential joint
or common activities among the military depant-
ments. For BRAC 95, the Deputy Secretary di-
rected the creation of Joint Cross-Service Groups
(JCSGs) to consider these issues in conjunction
with the military departments.
In the January 7, 1994, BRAC policy guidance, and
further articulated in BRAC Policy Memorandum
Number Two (issued on November 2, 1994), the
ty Secretary announced a process involving
both JCSGs and the individual military depan-
ments. This process was designed to establish al-
tematives for closure and realignment in situations
involving common support functions for five func-
tional areas. The five functional areas were: Depot
Maintenance, Military Medical Treatment Facilities,
Test and Bvaluation, Undergraduate Pilot Training,
and Laboratories. Additionally, the Department
created an Economic Impact Group.

The Economic Impact Group included representa-
tives from the military departments and the Office
of the Secretary of Defense. For a year, the Group
reviewed methods for analyzing economic impact,
established common messures and approaches,
and developed a computer-based system to facili-
tate the analysis of economic impact, including
cumulative economic impact.

The Department considered both cumulative eco-
nomic impact and historical trends of economic
activity as pant of the economic impact criterion.
In response to concems raised by the 1993 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission and
the General Accounting Office, DoD analyzed eco-
nomic impact and cumulative economic impact as
relative measures for comparing alternatives. DoD
did not establish threshold values, above which it
would remove bases from consideration.
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Economic impact was considered at two stages in
the process. The military departments, in develop-
ing their recommendations, and ana-
lyzed data reflecting the economic impacts of
prior BRAC rounds, as well as proposed Depart-
ment actions during the current round. Once the
service recommendations were made to the Secre-
tary of Defense, the economic impacts were re-
viewed again, to determine whether there were
instances in which separate service actions might
have affected the same locality.

Eachofthejo:mCms-SemceGroupsdcveloped

cross-service analysis of common support func-
tions, and altematives to the military
departments for their consideration in developing
recommendations. The JC5Gs issued their alterna-
tives to the military departments in November,
1994, and these alternatives were to be considered
as part of their ongoing BRAC analysis.

THE ARMY PROCESS

The Army grouped 2ll installations into categories
with similar missions, capabilities, and characteris-
tics. After developing a2 set of measurable atri-
butes related to DoD’s four selection criteria for
military value, the Army then assigned weights to
reflect the relative importance of each measure.
The Army then collected data on its installations
and estimated relative importance, using estab-
lished quantitative techniques to assemble installa-
tion assessments.

Using both the installation assessments and its sta-
value of each installation. These appraisals repre-
semted the Army's best judgment on the relative
merit of each installation and were the basis for
selecting installations that were studied further for
closure or realignment.

Once the list of final study candidates received
approval by the Secretary of the Ay, a variety of
altematives were examined in an effort to identify
the most feasible and cost-effective way to close
or realign. The Ammy applied DoD’s remaining
four selection criteria by analyzing the financial,
economic, community, and environmental impacts
of each alternative using DoD’s standard models.
The Ammy’s senior leaders reviewed the results of
these analyses and discontinued studies of altematives
they found financially or operationally unfeasible.

THE 1995 PROCESS AND PROCEDURES
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THE NAVY PROCESS

The Secretary of the Navy established a Base
SuudumEvaluaﬁonComhee(BSBC),ant{z

and reliability of data peovided by DoN activities.
The Office of the General Counsel provided senior-
level legal advice and counsel.

In compliance with the Intermal Control Pian, 2

port, Technical Centers/Laboessosies,
Tnuﬁng,and?emmﬁw.‘muem-

entire category of installations. Within these 27
Wmmnﬂmm&wormm

Data calls were issued to these installations, tai-
lored to the subcategory in which the activity was
grouped, to obtain the relevant certified informa-
tion relating to capacity and military vaiue. “Con-
glomerate” activities having more than one

Capacity, excess Capacity was determined to exist,
and the military value of each installation in 2
subcategory was evalusted. If there was no meaning-
ful excess capacity, no further closure or realign-

that would satisfy capacity requirements for the
future force-structure while maintaining the aver-
age military value of the retained installations at a
level equal to or greater than the average military
mumaummummm
The configuration analysis solutions were then
used by the BSEC as the stanting point for the
application of military judgment in the develop-

CHAPYER §
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ment of potential closure and realignment sce-
narios to undergo retumn on investment analysis.
Additionally, the Joint Cross-Service Groups gen-
erated numerous akernatives derived from their
analysis of data and information provided by the
military departments. As a result of the scenario
development portion of the process, the BSEC devel-
oped 174 scenarios involving 119 activities.
Cost of Base Realignment Actions, or “COBRA”
were conducted on all of these scenarios.
The BSEC used the COBRA algorithms as a tool to
ensure that its recommendations were cost effective.

The impact on the local economic area was cakcu-
lated using the DoD BRAC 95 Economic Impact
Data Base. The BSEC also evaluated the ability of
the existing local community infrastructure at poten-
tial receiving installations to support additional
missions and personnel. The impact of increases
in base personnel on such infrastructure jtems as
off-base housing availability, public and private
schools, public transportation, fire and police pro-
tection, health care facilities, and public utilities
was assessed.

Ongce the BSEC had determined the candidates for
closure or realignment, an environmental sum-
mary was prepared which compared the environ-
memlmzmgememd’fonsatlosmgandymmg
sites. Differences in environmental management
effort were presented as they relate to such pro-
grams as threatened or endangered species, wet-
lands, cultural resources, land use, air quality,
environmental facilities, and installation restora-
mitted the BSEC to obtain a comprehensive
picture of the potential environmental impacts
arising from the recommendations for closure and
realignment. )

THE AIR FORCE PROCESS

The Secretary of the Air Force appointed a Base
Closure Executive Group of six general officers
and seven comparable (Senior Executive Service)
civilians. Additionally, an Air Staff-devel Base Clo-
sure Working Group was formed to provide staff
support and additionzl detailed expertise for the
Executive Group. Plans and Programs General Offi-
cers from the Major Commands (MAJCOM) met on
several occasions with the Executive Group to
provide mission specific expertise and greater
service impacts were coordinated by a special inter-

The Executive Group developed a Base Closure
Internal Control Plan that was approved by the
Secretary of the Air Force. This plan provided
suucmreandgundanceforallpampamsmthe

The Executive Group reviewed all active and Air
Reserve Component (ARC) installations in the
United States that met or exceeded the Section
2687, Title 10 US.C. threshold of 300 direct-hire
civilians authorized to be employed. Data on all
applicable bases were collected via a comprehen-
sive and detailed questionnaire answered at base
level with validation by the MAJCOM and Air
Saaff. All data were evaluated and certified in
accordance with the Air Force Intemal Control
Plan. As an additional control measure, the Air
Force Audit Agency was tasked to continuously
review the Air Force process for consistency with
thehwandDonohqmdtoensum!hedata
collection and validation process was adequate. A
baseline capacity analysis evaluated the physical
capability of a base to accommodate additional
force-structure and other activities (excess capac-
ity) beyond what was programmed to be stationed
at the base.

All data used in the preparation and submission of
information and recommendations concerning the
closure or realignment of military installations
were certified as to its accuracy and completeness
by appropriate officials at base level, MAJCOM,
and Air Staff level. In addition, the Executive
Group and the Secretary of the Air Force certified
that all information contained in the Air Force
detailed analysis and all supporting data were
accurate and complete to the best of their knowl-
edge and belief.

mﬁxecuuve(}mupphcedallbasesmutego-
ries, based on the instllation’s predominant mis-
s:on ‘When considered by category, the results of
the baseline apacxty analysis represented the
maximum potential base closures that could be
achieved within each category. The results of the
baseline excess capacity analysis were then used
in conjunction with the approved DoD force-
structure plan in determining base structure
requirements. Other factors were also considered
to determine actual capabilities for base reduc-
tions. The capacity analysis was also used to iden-
tify cost effective opportunities for the beddown
of activities and aircraft dislocated from bases rec-
ommended for closure and realignment.

THE 1995 PROCESS AND PROCEDURES
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‘THE DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY PROCESS

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) is not directy
identified in the DoD force-structure plan. There-
fore, DLA developed Concepts of Operations to
translate the effeas of the force-structure plan
within the Agency’s mission planning.
’I‘heDl.ADmu:blshed:Base

realignment and closure candidates for the
Director’s final recommendation to the Secretary
of Defense. A BRAC Working Group was also
esablished under the direction of the Executive

&
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DLA conducted an excess capacity analysis for
each of the BRAC activity categories and subcate-
gories. Where amounts of excess capac-
ity were found, these sites could be considered as
possible receiver sites in potential realignment
recommendations.

The purpose of the military value analysis was to
determine the relative ranking of each activity
with respect to other activities in the same cat-
egory or subcategory. OSD provided the military
departments and the defense agencies with 2 list
of selection criteria to be used as pant of the
military value analysis. The Executive Group devel-
oped more distinctive measures to assess the mili-
tary value of DLA activities. The Measures of Merit
used to develop military value were Mission
Soope Mission Svuitability, Operational Efficien-
cies, and Expandability.

The next step was to identify potential realign-
ment of. closure candidates and eliminate zhe

abandoned. DLA worked closely with each mili-
tary department during this process to identify
and consider potential excess space for joint use,
10 evaluate the impact of military department rec-
ommendations on its activities, and to ensure that
the impacts of recommenda-
tions were appropmtely factored into the
Agency's

The DLA BRAC Working Group evaluated poten-
tial realignment and closure scenarios using the
COBRA model. The analysis results were reviewed
by the BRAC Working Group and presented to the
Executive Group for further consideration.

Each scenario was considered in terms of its overall
risk, benefit, and cost to the strategic direction of
DLA and the interests of DoD. Based on its review
and best mmwy y\ndgmenl, rhe Executive Group
made individh dations 1o the Director.
After the- appraval of the Director, the recomumen-
dations were then returned to the Working Group
for economic, community infrastructure, and envi-
ronmental impact assessments. The Working
Group reported its findings to the Executive
Group for further consideration as appropriate.
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An Intemal Control Plan for the collection and
analysis of data was developed for the BRAC 95
process. The plan, issued May 23, 1994, was
reviewed and approved by the DoD Inspector
General and the General Accounting Office
(GAO).

The DoD Inspector General personnel were
responsible for data validation, fully panicipated
in the Executive and Working Group meetings,
and observed the Working Group analysis process.
GAQ representatives also participated in the DLA
BRAC 95 process and attended Executive Group
meetings, observed the Working Group analy-
sis process, and visited selected field activities to
observe the data collection and daw validation
processes.

Upon compietion of the impact assessments, rec-
ommendations were returned to the Executive
Group. The Working Group presented the results
of the impact analyses and supposted additional
Executive Group deliberations. The Executive
Group discussed the impact assessments, con-
ducted an extensive review of each recommenda-
tion, and approved selected rec dations.

DEFENSE INVESTIGATIVE SERVICE PROCESS

The Defense Investigative Service (DIS) Director
established 2 Base Realignment and Closure Exec-
uuve Group comprised of appropriate principals
from headquarters, and chaired by the Deputy
Director, Resources. The Executive Group acted as
senior advisors 10 direct the analysis effort and
present the Director’s final recommendations to
the Secretary of Defense. A BRAC Working Group
was established under the direction of the Execu-
tive Group. mevorkmngoupwascompnsedof
four elements and two investigations
control and automation elements. An Internal
Control Plan was developed to ensure that data
standardized, zocurate and
complete, centifiable, verifiable, auditable by
external audit and inspection agencies, and
replicable using documentation developed during
data collection.

The selection process consisted of five steps to
gather data and conduct analyses (1) collect data,
(2) analyze military value, (3) develop alternatives,
(4) perform COBRA analyses, and (5) determine
impacts.
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was evaluated through the use of

Economic [mpact Daa Base. The

pomnnllcsmgandmbm‘sm
cvaluated
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ture to support each zkemative was by
the Executive and Working Groups. Impacts wese
zlsoaﬂgnmdin'mmdmm

tion to the Secretary of Defense.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE/
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF REVIEW

Using certified data, the Secretaries of the
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edy offered by the Secretary of Defense.

In addition, the Intersgency Issues Team analyzed
the final four criteris—Retum on Investment, Eco-

vironmental Impacts——across
memahouwidedMymon
a2irspace issues when applicable,

CRITERIA 1-4: MILITARY VALUE
hmdimew!hﬂ.lm-ﬂo as amended, all of
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analyses included a review and i

analysis of the COBRA input data and milicary
construction cost estimates, as well as the capacity
of receiver installations to acoept missions.

CRITERIA 5-8: COSTS, SAVINGS, AND IMPACTS

While the first four selection criteria assessed mili-
uryvahseandwereg;venptutymmdaum,

critetia were also apphied in base
closure and realignment evaluations. Because
ﬂmeauedawemnadmmbymiﬁnywnﬁda—
ations specific to a service, the commission’s

CRITERION 5: RETURN ON INVESTMENT

used by each of the services and defense agencies
in their decision-making process.

process.

when the list of recommendations was submitted
to the Commission. until the final deliberations in
late June, DoD modified the return on investment
calculations for 64 of the original 146 recommen-
dations. Several of these revised COBRA runs sub-

CRITERION 6: ECONOMIC IMPACT

Two economists of the Commission’s Review and
Analysis Interagency Issues Team, one detailed
from the Department of Commerce (DOC) and
one from the Federsl Emergency Mamagement
Agency (FEMA), validated DoD’s compliance with
Criterion 6 on economic impact. Their review inclu-
ded (1) analysis of economic procedures provided
to the Services by DOD’s Joint Cross-Service
Group on Economic Impact, (2) validation of
pasonnel changes resulting from the current

Impact Database (EID) and the COBRA personnel
sumumary reports, (3) validation of empioyment
data used in the economic impact equation and
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historical economic data used to demonstrate actual
economic activity, (4) a validation of the eco-
nOmiC areas assi| to installations, and (5) an
analysis of the indirect job mubipliers used to
measure indirect job impacts.

The services generally complied with the OSD
guidance to estimate economic impact, and these
impacts represented a “worst-case” estimate of job
Joss. Economic used by the services
for measuring regional economic impacts. Person-
nel changes were consistent, in the majority of
installations, between EID and COBRA. Where in-

dently
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CRITERION 7: COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE

The Commission's Review and Analysis Inter-
agencylsws'rearnmlidatcdDoD‘scompl:mme
and ial receivi ites’ infr

to support forces, missions and personnel.” DoD
did not provide specific guidance on how the
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services should evaluate this criterion. The ser-
vices determined their own measures for ad-
equacy of community infrastructure which were
based as much as possible on existing data
sources. Each service appeared to its mea-
sures adequately, so that no substantial deviation
from established criteria was identified.

Army: In its report to the Commission, the Army
stated that Criterion 7 was addressed with Crite-
rion 6 using DaD's standard model to evaluate
economic impacts. The Army provided no addi-
tional description of its evaluation of community
infrastructure. Some of the arributes selected for
the Amy’s military value analysis suggested that
community infrastructure may have been taken
into account in the analysis. These attributes
included workforce statistics, cost of living index,
family housing, health care index, and variable
housing allowance.

Navy: The Navy rated selected aspects of commu-
nity infrastructure in its military value analysis,
including on- and off-base housing, child care
availability, commute distance, access to educa-
tion and health care, and crime statistics. Commu-
weights for calculation within each installation cat-
egory. The Navy's data calls contained compre-
hensive listings and statistics on workforce
attributes, spouse employment, education options,
and ability of local infrastructure to accept growth
at various levels.

Air Force: The Air Force quantified and rated sev-
eral sub-elements: off-base housing, transpor-
wtion, crime rate, medical care, education, and
off-base recreation. The Air Force assigned color-
coded ratings to the six sub-elements, which were
averaged out 10 a single color-code assigned for
community infrastructure. The analysis relied on
various national, local, and service-specific data
sources. The Variable Housing Allowance (VHA)
survey evaluated various cost-related factors for
individual bases, and was used to derive the VHA
paid to enlisted personnel. VHA data were used
by the Air Force to assess off-base housing and
commute information. It should be noted that the
objectives of the VHA survey (to measure need for
VHA) tend to influence survey responders to
maximize negative responses. Thus, quality of life
data derived from the VHA survey may appear
to show a negative bias towards community
infrastructure.

5-10
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assessed community impact by using data on local
economic mdlcators transportation, utilities,

CRITERION 8: ENVIRONMENTAL MACI'

restoration costs at closing bases are nat w0 be
considered for cost of closure calculstions,” and
cited DoD's legal obligation for environmentai res-
toration at any base, whether or not i closes.
Envi i ?

Thesemcaanddeﬁeme com-
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1o conduct current missions, receive additional
units, and expand operations in light of environ-
mental constraints. The Ammy also assessed envi-
ronmental impacts and costs in Installation
Environmental Summaries. Army docu-
mentation indicated that environmental factors did
not impede any recommended BRAC action.

Navy: The Navy selected certain environmental
factors to include in most of its military value
calculations, under “Environment and Encroach-
ment.” These factors were selected and weighted
differently for each subcategory of Navy facilities,

considered

as some environmental criteria were

tions of Land, Facilities, and Associated Airspace).
The Air Force addressed and weighted all other
environmental elements in general in Section VIII
(Environmental Impact). Additional environmental
information and costs were summarized in the
base-specific data calls but were not weighted as
of detail for compliance costs varied from one
base to another, and did not allow for effective

andsemmpomesw:heCammDLAmcd
any environmental factors that would limit an
instaliation’s ability to expand were assessed. In
two cases, Tracy/Sharpe and Ogden, air quality
nonattainment was viewed as a potential limita-
tion on expansion. The Defense Invesiigative Ser-

which considered regulations for conformity
under the 1990 Clean Air Act, which prohibits a
Federal agency from supporting an action unless it
determines that it conforms to the air quality
implementation plan for the area.

THE 1995 PROCESS ARD PROCEDURES
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The Air Force appeared to assign air quality a
greater weight than other services as they consid-
ered the military value implications. Air Force and
DLA considered the probability of obtaining con-
formity determinations in making their recommen-
dations. Although the Navy identified areas where
conformity might be required, its recommenda-
uonszssumedthat implementation was possible,
even at significant cost. The Amy's documenta-
tion did not indicate that air conformity concerns
affected closures or realignments.

THE ROLE OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE (GAO)

in compliance with Public Law 101-510, as
amended, GAO evaluated DoD'’s selection pro-
cess, provided the Commission and Congress a
report containing its detailed analysis of the pro-
cess, and testified before the Commission on April
17, 1995.

The GAO reported to Congress and the Commis-
sion that the services' selection processes were
generally sound, well documented, and should
result in substantial savings. However, the recom-
mendations and selection processes were not
without problems and, in some cases, raised ques-
tions about the reasonableness of specific recom-
mendations. At the same time, GAO noted that
improvements were made to the processes from
prior rounds, including more precise categoriza-
tion of bases and activities, resulting in more
accurate comparisons between like facilities and
functions, and better analytical capabilities.

GAO reported that the DoD and its components
included the requirement to use certified data, i.e.,
information that was accurate and complete to the
best of the originator's knowledge and belief. This
requirement was designed to overcome concems
about the consistency and reliability of data used
in the processes. GAO also found that the services
improved their cost and savings estimates for
BRAC95 recommendations. In developing cost
estimates, they took steps to develop more current
and reliable sources of information and placed
greater reliance, where practicable, on standard-
ized data. Some components sought to minimize
the costs of base closures by avoiding unneces-
sary military construction. For example, the Navy
proposed a number of changes to prior BRAC
decisions that will further reduce infrastructure
and avoid some previously planned closure costs.
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The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission required DoD to explore opportun-
ities for cross-service use of common support .
assets. For -the 1995 round, the Depanment of
Defense established cross-service review groups
to provide the services with alternatives for
realignments and closures in the areas of depot
maintenance, laboratories, test and evaluation
facilities, undergraduate pilot trining, and medi-
cal treatment facilities. GAO found that DoD’s
attempt at reducing excess capacity by proposing
cross-service aliernatives yielded some results.

Agreements for consolidav.ing similar work done
by two or more of the services were limited, how-

ever, znd opportunities 1o achieve additional

maintenance activities and laboratory facilities.
GAO also found that although the services have
improved their processes with each succeeding
BRAC round, some process problems continued to
be identified. In particular, the Air Force’s process
remained largely subjective and not well docu-
mented; aiso, it was influenced by preliminary esti-
mates of base closure costs that changed when a
more focused analysis was made. For these and
other reasons, GAO questioned a number of the
Air Force’s recommendations. To a lesser extent,
some of the services’ decisions affecting specific
closures and reali also raised questions.
For example, GAO found the Secretary of the
Navy's decision to exclude cenain facilities from
closure for economic impact reasons was not con-
sistently applied.

As stated above, GAO reported that, as in the
pastkcyaspemofthehrForcesl”Spmcess

remained largely subjective and not well docu-
mented. Documentation of the Air Force'’s process
was too limited for GAO to fully substantiate the
extent of Air Force deliberations and analyses.
However, GAO determined that initial analytical
phases of the Air Force process were significantly
influenced by preliminary estimates of base closure
costs. For example, some bases were removed
from initial consideration based on these estimates.
Also, in some instances, closure costs appeared to
materially affect how the bases were valued.
Relative to the Navy, GAO concluded its process
was genenally thorough and well documented. It
pointed out, however, that the Secretary of the
Navy excluded four activities in California, and
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one in Guam, from consideration for ol

tions. For the activities in California, the Secretary
based}usdecmonond\ecumuhmem

i H
sure. In selecting 15 minor sites for closure, the
Army based its decision on the judgment of its
mprcmmndswhnhmme;ﬁe!sm
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APPENDIX A

ABBREVIATIONS
AAA Army Audit Agency DDAA Distribution Depot Anniston,
AAP Army Amunition Plant Alabama
ABM Anti-Ballistic Missile DDCO Distribution Depot Columbus, Ohio
AFAA Air Force Audit Agency DD)C Distribution Depot San joaquin,
AFB Air Force Base Culifornia
AFEWES Air Force Electronic Warfare DDLP Distribution Depot Letterkenny,
Evaluation Simulator Pennsylvania
AFMC Air Foree Materiel Conmind POMC Distribution Depot McCledlan,
AFRES Air Force Reserve California
AGB Air Guard Base DOMT Distribution Depot Memphis,
AGS Air Guard Station Tennessee
ALC Air Logistics Center noot Distribution Depot Ogden, Utah
AMSA Area Maintenance Support Activity DDRT Distribution Depot Red River, Texas
ARB Air Reserve Base DDRY Distribution Depot Richimond,
ARC Air Reserve Component Virginia
ARS Air Reserve Station DDsP Distributi Susqueh
AS Air Station Pennsylvania
ASO Aviation Supply Office DDST Distribution Depot San Antonio,
ATCOM Aviation Troop Command Texas
BEA Bureau of Economic Analysis DERA Defense Environmental Restoration
BLS Burcau of Labor Stutistics Account
BOS Base Operating Support DESC Defense Electronics Supply Center
BRAC Base Realignment and Closure DF$C Defense Fuel Supply Center
BSAT Base Structure Analysis Team DGSC Defense General Supply Center
BSDB Base Structure Data Base DIs Defense Investigative Service
BSIEC Base Sinwcture Bvaluation Committee DIsC Defense Industrial Supply Center
Cé4t Commund, Controd, DiLA Defense Logistics Agency
Communications, Computers, I8¢ Defense Logistics Services Center
and Imefligence NOC Depantment of Commerce
CERCLA Comprehensive Envirc al Dol Department of Defense
Response, Compuensation and Pob 1G Depaament of Defense Inspector
Liabilities Act General
CHAMPUS  Civilian Health and Medicut Program DOE Department of Energy
of the Uniformed Services DOI1 Department of Interior
CINC Communder-in-Chicf DoN Deparniment of Navy
COBRA Cost of Base Realignment Actions DPSC Defense Personnel Support Center
CONUS Continental United States DRMS Defense Reutilization And Marketing
DCMAO Def Contract M: Area Service
Operations DSHC DLA Systems Design Center
DCMC Defense Contract Manag EDA Economic Development
Command Administration
DCMD Defense Contract Management EFA NW Engineering Field Activity Northwest
District EIG Engineering Installation Group
DCSC Defense Construction Supply Center EPA Environmental Protection Agency




NADEP

NATSF
NAVAIR
NAVFAC
NAVMASSO

NAVSEA
NAWC
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Federal Supply Classes NSWC
Accounting Office NSY
General Services Administration NTC
International Airport NITC
Investigations Control and NUWC
Automation Directorate NWAD
Inventory Control Point NWS
Information Systems OEA
Command OMB
Integrated Undersea Surveillance ONR
osD
Joint Process Action Team PTR
Joint Cross-Service Group PWC
Low Altitude Navigation and RC
Targeting Infrared System (Night) R&D
Logistics RDT&E
Mazjor Command
Municipal Airport REDCAP
Marine Corps Air Facility
Marine Corps Air Station REDCOM
Marine Corps Base ROI
Marine Corps Logistics Base SAILS
Statistical Area
Naval Aviation Depot SDIv
Navzl Aviation Engineering Service SIMA
Unit
Naval Air Facility siop
Naval Air Station SPAWAR
Naval Air Technical Services Facility
Naval Air Systems Command SRF
Naval Facility SSN
Naval Management Systems SUPSHIP
Support Office
Naval Sea Systems Command TC
Naval Air Warfare Center UPT
Naval Biodynamics VHA
Naval Commuand, Control, and WDIV
Surveillance Center WPSTA
National Capital Region
Naval Electronic Systems
ineering Center
Naval Education and Training Center
Naval Health Research Center
Naval In-Service Engineering
Naval Information Systems
Center
Naval Medical Research Institute
Navy Personnel Research and
Center
uclear Power School
Net Present Value
Naval Resesve Center
Naval Recruiting District

soutt by
Shonlmmned‘nmmimemnce

Single Inmtegrated Operational Plan
Space and Naval War Systems
Oomlmnd

Amck&:bmme Nudw?owemd
Supervisors of Shipbuilding,

Convession and Repair
Transition Coordinator
Undergraduate Pilot Training
Varable Housing Allowance
Engineering Field Activity West
‘Weapons Station
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APPENDIX B
DEFINITIONS

The Secretary of Defense used the
Jollowing terms in developing the 1995
-Recommendations to the Commission:

Qose: All missions of the buse will ceuse or be
relocated. All personnel (military, civilian and,
contsactor) will either be eliminated or relocated.
The entire base will be excessed and the property
disposed. Note: A caretaker workforce is possible
to bridge between closure (missions ceasing or
relocating) and property disposal, which are sepa-
rate actions under Public Law 101-510.

Close, Except: The vast majority of the missions
will cease or be relocated. Over 95 percent of the
military, civilian, and contractor personnel will
either be eliminated or relocated. All but a small
portion of the base will be excessed and the prop-
ety disposed. The small portion retained will
often be facilities in an enclave for use by the
reserve component. Generally, active component
management of the base will cease. Outlying,
unmunned ranges or training areas retained for
reserve component use do not count against the
*small portion retained.” Again, closure (missions
ceasing or relocating) and property disposal are
separate actions under Public Law 101-510.
Inactive, Disestablish: Terms used to describe
planned actions which directly affect missions,
units, or activities. Fighter wings are inactivated,
hases are closed.

Mothbball, Layaway: Terms used when retention
of facitities and real estate at a closing or realign-
ing hase are necessary to meet the maobilization or
contingency needs of Defense. Bases or portions
of hases “mothballed” will not be excessed and
disposed. It is possible they could be leased for
Realign: Some missions of the base will cease or
be refocated, but athers will remain. The active com-

will still be host of the remaining portion
of the hase. Only a portion of the base will be

"yard, center, homepornt facility for any ship, or
i i the Depart

excessed and the property disposed, with realign-
ment (missions ceasing or relocating) and prop-
enty disposal being separate actions under Public
Law 101-510. In cases where the base is both
gaining and losing missions, the base is being
reatigned if it will experience a net reduction of
DoD civilian personnel. In such siuations, it is
possible that no propernty will be excessed.
Receiving Base: A base which receives missions,
units, or activities relocating from a closing or
realigning base. In cases where the base is both
gaining and losing missions, the base is a receir-
hzghnxnfuwillexpencmeanetkmuseof
DoD civilian personnel.

Relocate: The term used to describe the move-
ment of missions, units, or activities from a closing
or realigning base to another base. Units da not
realign from a closing or a realigning base to
another base, they relocate.

The Base Closure and Realignment
Statute defines the following terms:
Acconnt: The Depantment of Defense Base Closure
Account 1990 established by seciion 2906(aX(1) of the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990.
Cougressional Defense Commitiees: The Com-
miftees on Armed Services and the Committees on
Appropriations of the Senate and of the House of
Representatives,

Commeission: The Commission established by
section 2902 of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990.

Milkary Installation: A base, camp, post, station,

g
g
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pnlmr-
iyﬁxdviwaks,nvmmdhatbuspmieas,ﬂood
control, or other projects not under the primary jur-
isdiction or control of the Deparntment of Defense.
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Realigument: Aay action which both reduces and
refocates functions and civilian personnel posi-
mnsbutdoesnotmdndczlechnionmfome

Uniied Simtes: The 50 States, the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and any other
territory or possession of the United States.

The Commission uses the following
terms in this Report:

BRAC 95 Ecomomic Impact: The BRAC 95 eco-
nomic impact of an instaliation is the direct and
indirect job loss resukting from a 1995 BRAC
realignment or closure expressed as a percentage
of the employment base within its economic arez.
CERCIA: The Comprehensive Environmental

vnsmv:sedtomdudeallkdenlpmpmy includ-
ing military instaflations.

CERFA: The Community Environmental Response
Facilitation Act. It amends CERCLA and requires
identification of uncontaminated parcels at closing

bases and allows the clean parcels to be trans-
ferred while long-termn deanup of contaminated
parcels continues.

Clean Alr Act: The Clean Air Act refers to federal
regulations upon which the nation’s air poliution
control program is based. The program is carried
out by the Environmental Protection Agency and
state regulatory programs. The program is based
primarily on the 1970 version of the Act. It was
most recently amended in 1990,

COBRA: COBRA, or the Cost of Base Reali
Actions, is an analytical tool for estimating the
mmmmmmmda
realignment or closure action. The tool cakulates
the one-time cost, anoual savings, retum on invest-
ment, and the net present value of each action.

Cumuiiative Ecomomic hmpact: The cumulative
economic impact of an instalistion is the direct
mdmdnmpblosqxe-edasamof

the employment base resulting from the current
(1995) BRAC action; other currest BRAC actions
across all Services within the same economic area;

and prior BRAC actions, across all Services within
the same economic area, if the personne! losses
occur in 1994 or after.

Mmﬂmmxmfornchmlh

Ecomomic Development Administration:

‘IheEDA,whxchlsapmofdleDepamnemof

Commerce, is to provide economic development

gnntstohclpcommunm:mplenuudu:eco-
nomic development plans.

Eaclave: A section of a milieary instaliation that
remains intact from that pan which is closed or
realigned and which will continue with its current
role and functions subject to specific modifications.

Local Redevelopment Autbority: The DoD
recognized local organization whose role is to
coordinate efforts of the community to reuse
assets of the former military base.

Qffice of Ecomomic Adjustment: The OFA is an
amwiﬂmdlebonﬂmisindmgeofhdp-
ing communities plan for base closures and
realignments. The Office also provides planning
grants to impacted communities.

Owe-time Cost: The nonrecurring cost to imple-
ment the recommendations.

RCRA: The Resource Conservation and Recovery
Aawh:hpemdmlﬂéandamendedml%
RCRA provides cndle-wvc control of haz-
axdwsmby imposing management require-
ments on the military as generators and
transporters of hazardous wastes and owners and
operators of eatment, storage, and disposal facili-
and applies mainly to active facilities. The military
can perform environmental cleanup under the
Corrective Action portion of RCRA.

Redevelopment Plan: Contains the various alter-
natives the local community, through its Local
Redevelopment Authority, intends to create jobs
Redivect: Recommendation from the Secretary of
Defense, or 2 decision of the Defense Base Closure
and Reslignment Commission, tochange a base dosure
or realignment decision made by a prior Commission
round (1988, 1991, or 1993). Nose: This term is gen-
enally used when the receiver insmltation is changed.

B2
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APPENDIX C
SecTION 2687, TITLE 10,
UNITED STATES CODE

§ 2687. BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
no action may he taken to effect or implement:

(1) the closure of any military instaikuion
which at least 300 civilisn personnel are autho-
rized (0 be employed;

(2) any realignment with respeet o any military
instaliation seferred 10 in paragraph (1) involving
a reduction by mose than 1,000 or by more than
50 percent, in the number of civilian personac
authorized to be employed at such military instal-
lation at the time the Secretary of Defense or the
Secretary of the military department concerned
notifies the Congress under subsection () of the
Secretary’s plan 1 ckae or realign such instalk-
on; or

(3) any construction, conversion or rehabilita-
tion at any miliary facility other than u military
installation referred to in clause (1) or (2) which
will or may be required as a result of the reloca-
tion of civilian personnel 1o such facility by reason
of any closure or realignment to which clause (1)
or (2) applies, unless and uniil the provisions of
subsection (b) an: complicd with.

(1) No action described in subsection () with
respect 1o the dlosure of, or a realignment with
respect 10, any military instaliation referred o in
such subsection may be taken unless and until:

(1) the Secretary of Defense or the Sceretary of
the military depanment concemed notifies the

Committees on Anmed Services of the Senate and -

House of Representatives, as pant of an annual
request for authorization of appropriations 1o such
Committees, of the proposed clsing or realign-
ment and submits with the notification an evalua-
tion of the fiscal, local economic, budgetary,
environmental, strategic, and operational conse-
quences of such closure or realignment; and

(2) a period of 30 legistative days or 60 cilendar
days, whichever is Joager, expires following the
day on which the notice and evaluation referred

1 in cliuse (1) have been submitied to such com-
mittees, during which period no irevocable action
may be taken to effect or implement the decision.

{0) This section shall not apply to the cosure
of a military installation, or a realignment with
respect to o military instuflation, if dwe President
antilies 10 the Congress et such closure or realign-
ment must be impleaented for asons of mational
security or @ military emenzency.

(XD Afier the expiration of the period of time
provided for in subsection (hX2) with respect 1o
the closure or rexlignment of a military installation,
funds which woukl otherwise be available to the
Secretary 1o effect the closure or realignment of that
instalktion may be used by him for such purpose,

(2) Nothing in this section restricts the authority
of the Secretary 0 obtain architecwral and engi-
neering services under section 2807 of this title.

(¢) In this section:

(1) The term *military installation” means a
base, camp, post, station, yard, center, homeport
facility for any ship, or other acivity under the
jusiscliction of the Depanment of Defense, includ-
ing any leased Facility, which is located within any
of the several States, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Pueno Rico, American Samxn,
the Virgin Islinds, or Guam. Such term does ot
inchuk: any Gucility used primarily for civil works,
sivers and harbors projects, or flood control
projects,

(2) The term “civilian personnel” means direct-
hire, permanent civilian employees of the Depant-
ment of Defense.

(3) The term “realignment” includes any action
which both reduces and relocates functions and
civilian personnel positions, but does not include
a reduction in force resulting from workload ad-
jusiments, reduced personnel or funding levels,
skill imbadances, or other simitar causes.

(4) The term “legislative day” means a day on
which cither House of Congress is in session.




185

APPENDIX D

1988 CHARTER: DEFENSE
SECRETARY’S COMMISSION
ON BASE REALIGNMENT
AND CLOSURE

In accordance with the provisions of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act, as amended (5 USC.
App. 1), 4 Commission on Base Realignment and
Closure is herehy ordered 2s follows:

Section 1. Establisbment.
11um. is established the Defense Secretary’s Com-
The

bers appotn:ed or by the Secretary of
Defense. The of the Commission
stall include pcnons experience in

Commission ‘ih:l“ be to:

A, Determine, by November 15, 1988, the best
process, including necessary administrative
chunges, for identifying hases to be dased
or realigned; how to improve and best use
Federal government incentive programs (0
overcome the negative impact of base dosure
or realignment; and, the criseria for realigning
and dlosing bases 5o include at Jeast:

2.The availability and condition of land and
facilities at both the existing and potential
receiving locations.

3.The potential to accommadate contingency,
mobilization, and future force requirements
at receiving locations.

4.The cost and manpower implications,

S.The extent and timing of potential cost
savings, including whether the total cost
savings realized from the dosure or realign-
ment of the base will, by the end of the 6-

year pericd beginning with the date of the
mplanndthedmmmmhwuof
the base, exceed the amount expended to
close or realign the hase.

6.The economic impact on the community in
;I:czddiebaselobedosedormligmdis

ted.

7.The community suppost at the receiving
m‘ S,

8.The environmental impact.
9. The impiementation process involved.

~ B. Review the cumrent and planned military hase
structure in light of force structure assumption:
and the process and criteria developed pursuan
1o subparagraph A, and identify which bases
should be closed or realigned.

C. Report its findings and recommendations to th
Secretary of Defense by December 31, 1988,

Section 3. Administration.

Members of the Commission shall serve witho
compensation for their work on the Commis
jon. However, members appointéd from amor
mmwmmyheanowedmvdexpem
induding per diem in lieu of subsistence, as authc
ized by law for persons serving intermittently
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the government service (5 US.C. 5701-5707), to
the full extent funds are available. The Secretary
of Defense shall provide the commission with
such administrative services, facilities, staff, and
other support services as may be necessary. Any
expenses of the Commission shall be paid from
such funds as may be available to the Secretary
of Defense.

The Commission shall be in place and operat-
ing as soon as possible. Shortly thereafter, the
Commission shall brief the Secretary of Defense
on the Commission's plan of action. The
Commission’s final report shall include recommen-
dations to realign and close bases only upon 2
vote of a majority of members of the Commission.
The Commission should complete its work by
December 31, 1988.

At Gl

Frank Carlucci
Secretary of Defense

The Pentagon
May 3, 1988
(as revised November 3, 1988)
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APPENDIX E

DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
AMENDMENTS AND BASE
CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT
AcT OF 1988 (P.L. 100-526)

Enacted October 24, 1988

As amended by the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Acts for PFiscal Years 1991 (P.L. 101-510),
1992/1993 (P.L. 102-190), 1993 (P.L. 102-484),
1994 (P.L. 103-160), and 1995 (P.L. 103-337), and!
the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and
Homcless Assistance Act of 1994 (P.L 103421)

SEC. 1. SHORT TITLE

This Act may be cited as the “Defense Authorization

TITLE I—CLOSURE AND
REALIGNMENT OF MILITARY
INSTALLATIONS

SEC. 201. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT
OF MILITARY INSTALIATIONS

The Secretary shall—

(1) close. all military installations recom-
mended for closure by the Commission on
Base Realignment and Closure in the repont
transmitted to the Secretary pussuant © the
charter establishing such commission;

(2) realign all milieary installations recom-
mended for realignment by such commission in
such report; and

(3) initiate all such closures and realign-
ments no later than September 30, 1991, and
compilete all closures and realignments no kater
than September 30, 1995, except that no such
closure ¢ realignment may be initisted before
January 1, 1990,

SEC. 202. CONDITIONS

(a) In GevmmaL—The Secretary may not carry
out any closure or realignment of a military instal-
lation under this titke unless—

(1) no later than January 16, 1989, the Secre-
tary tansmits © the Commitices on Amed
Sepvices of the Senate anl the Tlouse of Repre-

i ining a statement that
the Secrctary has approved, and the Depart-
ment of Defense will implement, ali of the mili-
tary installation closures and realignments
recommended by the Commission in the report
referred to in section 201(1);

(2) the Commission has recommended, in
the report referred to in section 20K(1), the
closure or realignment, as the case may be, of
the installation, and has transmitted to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate
and the House of Representatives a copy of
such report and the statement required by sec-

- tion 203(bX2); and

(3) the Secretary of Defense has transmit-
ted to the Commission the study required by
scetion 206(h).

(b) Jover Resownon—The Secretary may not
cany owt any closure or realignment under this titk:
if, within the 45-clay period beginning on March 1,
1989, a joint resolution is enacted, in accordance
with the provisions of section 208, disapproving
the recommendations of the Commission. The
days on which either House of Congress is not in
session because of an adjournment of more than
3 days to a day certain shalt be excluded in the
computation of such 45-day periocl.




(©) TemanaTion of Aumsossry—(1) Except as
provided in paragraph (2), the authority of the
Secretary to carry out any closure or realignment
under this title shall terminate on October 1, 1995.

(2) The termimation of authority sct forth in
paragraph (1) shall not apply to the authority of
the Secretary 10 carry out environmental restora-
tion and waste management at, or disposal of prop-
erty of, military installations closed or realigned
under this tite.

SEC. 203. THE COMMISSION

(a) M ~The Commission shal consist of
12 members appointed by the Secretary of Defense.

(b) Dumes—The Commission shall—

(1) transmit the repost referred to in section
201(1) to the Secretary no later than December
31, 1988, and shall include in such report a
description of the Commission’s recommenda-
tions of the military installations to which func-
tions will be transferred as a result of the
closures and realignments recommended by the
Commission; and

(2) on the same date on which the Commis-
sion transmits such report to the Secrewmry,
transmit to Commitiees on Armed Services of
the Senate and the House of Representatives—

(A) a copy of such report; and

'(B) a statememt certifying that the Com-
mission has identified the military installa-
tions to be closed or realigned by review-
ing all military installations inside the United
States, including all military installations
under construction and all those planned
for construction.

(<€) Starr~Not more than one-half of the pro-
fessional staff of the Commission shall be indi-
viduals who have been employed by the

Department of Defense during calendar year 1988
in any capacity other than as an employee of the

SEC. 204. IMPLEMENTATION
(2) Iv GeamaL—In closing or realigning a mili-
tary installation under this title, the Secretary—
(1) subject to the availability of funds autho-

rized for and appropriated to the Department
of Defense for use in planning and design,
minor construction, or operation and mainte-
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nance and the availability of funds in the
Account, may carry out actions necessary 1o
implement such closure or realignment, includ-

of such replacement facilities, the performance
of such activities, and the conduct of such
advance planning and design as may be required
to transfer functions from such military installa-
tion to another military installation;
(2) subject to the availability of funds autho-
rized for and appropriated to the Dep
_of Defense for economic adjustment assisance
of community ing assistance and the avail-
ability of funds in the Account, shall provide—
(A) economic adjustment assistance to
any community located near a military instal-
lation being closed or realigned, and
(B) community planning assistance to any
ity located near a military installa-
tion to which functions will be ferred
as a result of such closure or realignment, if
the Secretary determines that the financial
resources available to the community (by
grant or otherwise) for such purposes are
inadequate; and

the availability of funds in the Account, may

carry out activities for the purposes of environ-

mental restoration, including reducing, remov-
ing, and recycling hazardous wastes and
removing unsafe buildings and debris.

(b) Maxacmen s Desrosal of Peoresry.—(1)
The Administrator of General Services shall del-
egate to the Secretary, with respect to excess and
surplus real property, facilities, and personal
property located at a military installation closed or
realigned under this title—

(A) the authority of the Administrator to uti-
lize excess property under section 202 of the
Federal and Administrative Services
Act of 1949 (40 US.C. 483);

(B) the authority of the Administrator to dis-
pose of surplus property under section 203 of
that Act (40 US.C. 484); and

(C) the authority of the Administrator to
grant approvals and make determinations
under section 13(g) of the Surplus Property Act
of 1944 (50 U.S.C. App. 1622(®).

E-2
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(2X(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the Secre-
tary of Defense shall exercise authority delegated
tolheSecxmrypms\muwpnnpph(l)m
accordance with—

(i) all regulations in effect on the date of
the enactment of this tile governing wtiliza-
tion of excess property and disposal of sur-
plus property under the Federal
and Administrative Services Act of 1949; and

tion 13(g) of the Surphus
1944 (50 US.C. App. 162(2).
(B) The Secretary, after consulting with the
Administrator of General Services, may issue
regulations that are necessary to canmy out the
?le)lesaﬁonohwniwmnkedbypnmph

iHE
g
Jult
i

:
%
{
B
B
§

of the redevelopment plan
wkhxupeamrhemﬂatbn

(B) If no redevelopment authority referred to
in subparagraph

(@ the local govemment in whose juris-
diction the installation is wholly located; or

(i) 2 local govemment agency or State
government agency designated for the pur-
pose of such consultation by the chief execu-
tive officer of the State in which the installation
is located.

(CXi) Except as provided in subparagraphs
(E) and (F), the Secretary may not camry out any
of the activities referred t0 in clause (i) with
frespect to an instaflation referred to in that
clause uniil the eadier of—

(D one week after the date on which
the redevelopment plan for the installa-
tion is submitted to the Secretary;

(ID the date on which the redevelop-
ment authority notifies the Secretary that
it will not submit such a plan;

() twenty-four months after the date
referred to in subparagraph (A); or

(IV) ninety days before the date of the
closure of the installation.

(if) The activities referred 1o in clause (D) are
activities relating to the dosure of an installa-
tion 10 be closed under this tite as follows:

(D The transfer from the installation of
items of personal property at the installa-
tion identified in accordance with sub-
paragraph (A).

(I_D'l‘hendnmmnmnoeand

required to support the use of such facilities
or equipment for nonmilitary purposes.

(D) Except as provided in paragraph (9, the
Secretary may not transfer icems of personal pro-
perty Jocated at an installation to be closed under
this tide 10 another inseallation, or dispose of such
itemns, if such items are identified in the redevel-

Base CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1988



(i) is required for the operation of 2 unit,
function, component, weapon, Of Weapons
system at another installation;

(i) is uniquely military in character, and
is likely to have no civilian use (other than
use for its material content or as a source of
commonly used components);

redevelopment
determined by the Secretary and the redevel-
opment authority);

(iv) is stored at the installation for purposes

of distribution (including spare parts or stock
items); or

WXI) meets known requirements of
authorized program of another Federal

(H)lsdlesmdawmenmbydn

head of the departmenx or agency.

(F) Notwithstanding subparagraphs (CXi)
and (D), the Secretary may camry out any activ-
ity referred to in subparagraph (CXii) or (D) if
the Secretary determines that the camrying owt
of such activity is in the national security inter-
est of the United States.

(4XA) The Secretary may transfer real property
and personal property located at a military instal-
lation to be closed under this title to the redevel-
opment authority with respect to the installation.

" ~(BXXD Except as provided in clause (ii),

the transfer of property under subparagraph

(A) may be for consideration at or below the

estimated fanmafkctvalueolthepropeny

value of the propenty to be transferred under

190

the property transferred, the Secretary
provide an explanation why the transfer is
not for the estimated fair market value of
the property transferred (including an

explanation why the fer cannot be
camedoutmaocmdlncewnhﬂleaum«-
ity provided to the Secretary pursuant o
paragraph (1) or (2)).

(ii) The transfer of property under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be without consideration
in the case of any installation located in 2 rural
area whose closure under this title will have
a substantial adverse impact (as determined
by the Secretary) on the economy of the
communities in the vicinity of the instaliation

tions under clause (iXII) the manner of
determining whether communities are eligible
for the transfer of property under this clause.

(iii) In the case of a transfer under sub-
paragraph (A) for consideration below the
fair market value of the property transferred,
the Secretary may recoup from the transferee

dleamomnoheooupmentunderm:schuse

(C)Xi) The transfer of personal property
under subparagraph (A) shall not be subject to
the provisions of sections 202 and 203 of the
Federal and Administrative Services
Aclofl”(ﬂ)USC.‘BiéS‘)lfﬁwSecmry

E4
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(li)TheSeu'emymy,mheuofme

property is in the interest of the United States.

(D) The provisions of section 120(h) of the
pensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 US.C.
9620(h)) shall apply to any transfer of real
property under this paragraph.

(E) The Secretary may require any additional
terms and conditions in connection with a
ransfer under this paragraph as such Secretary
considers appropriate to protect the interests of
the United States.

* (5XA) Except as provided in subparagraph (B),
the Secretary shall take such actions as the Secre-
tary determines necessary to ensure that final
determinations under paragraph (1) regarding
whether another depantment or agency of the Fed-
eral Govemnment has identified 2 use for any por-
tion of a military installation to be closed
under this tide afier the date of the enactment of
Year 1994, or will accepe transfer of any portion of
such installation, are made not later than 6 months
afer such date of enzctment.

(B) The Secretary may, in consultation with
the redevelopment authority with respect to an
installation, postpone making the final determi-

(6XA) Except as provided in this paragraph,
nothing in this section shall limit or otherwise
affet the application of the provisions of the
Stewant B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 11301 et seq.) to military inseallations
closed under this title.

(BXi) Not later chan the date on which the
SccmaryofDefmsecomplcmmedetm
tion under ph(S)ofﬂ:emmfembdny
of any portion of an insallation to be
under this title, the Secretary shall—

(Dmmplevemydenmpimﬁonsorsw—
veys necessary to determine whether any

buikding or property referred to in clause
(i) is excess property, surplus property,
or unutilized or underutilized property for
the purpose of the information referred 10
in section 501(a) of such Act (42 US.C.
11411(2)); and

(IN) submit to the Secretary of Housing
Development information

(ii) The buildings and property referred 10
in clause (i) are any buildings or property
located at an instaliation refemred to in that
clauseforwhnchnomexsndemﬁed orof

ofmnsfenbuhtymfemdtomthatchuse

(C) Not later than 60 days after the date on
whxcthecm:yofDefmmbmnsmfam
nontolheSunaryof Housing and Urban Devel-
opment under subparagraph (BXii), the Secre-
tary of Housing and Urban Development shall—

() identify the buildings and propeny
described in such information that are suit-
able for use 10 assist the homeless;

(ii) notify the Secretary of Defense of the
buildings and property that are so identified;

(ii) publish in the Federal Register a list
of the buildings and property that are so
ndentlﬁed, including with respect 10 each

i or propetty the information referred
to in section 501(c)(1X(B) of such Act; and

(iv) make available with respect to each
h:m»dpmpmymemfamm
to in section S01(O(IXC) of such Act in
accordance with such section S01(c}1XC).

(D) Any buildings and property included in
a list published under subparagraph (CXiii)
shall be treated as property available for appli-
cation for use to assist the homeless under sec-
tion 501(d) of such Act.

(E) The Secretary of Defense shall make
available in accordance with section S01(f) of
such Act any buildings or property referred to
in subparagraph (D) for which—

(x)awmennouoeofmmemwusc

with section 501(dX(2) of such Act;

Base CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1988
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(ii) an application for use of such build-

Setvices in accordance with section 501(€)X2)
of such Act; and
(ifi) the Secretary of Heakh and Human
Services— -
(D compietes all actions on the applica-
tion in accordance with section 501(e)(3)
of such Act; and

(I) approves the application under
section 501(e) of such Act.

(FXPSubpatodausem),amdevdopmem

192

propeny, under dlause (i) as follows:

(@) In the case of buildings and prop-
enylefmedtomdause(i)(l) dursing the
on the first

dayalnerdk&daypenodixdenedtom

ODlnmeuseofbmldngsmdpmp-
erty referred 1o in clause (XID, during the
one-year period beginning on the first
day afeer the 90-day period referred to in
that dause.

(I In the case of buildings and prop-
enty referred to in clause G)IID, during
the one-year period beginning on the
date of the rejection of the application
referred to in that clause.

(iii) A redevelopment authority shall ex-
press an indevest in the use of buildings and
MMMWHthbymufy
ing the Secretary of Defense, in writing, of
such an interest.

(GXi) Buildings and property available for a
redevelopment authority under subparagraph
(F) shall not be available for use to assist the
homeless under section 501 of such Act while
soavaﬂableforaledwehpumtaudmily

(i) if 2 redevelopment authority does not
express an interest in the use of buildings or
property, otmememeofbmldmss
orpopen'y wbpam;nph(r)thhm

the applicable time periods specified in
clause () of such subparagraph, such build-
ings or property shall be trested as property
available for use to assist the homeless
under section 501(2) of such Act.

(7XA) Except as provided in subparagraph (B)
proceeds—

or (C), all

(D from the transfer under paragraphs (3)
through (6); and

(i) from the tansfer or disposal of any
other propesty or facility made as a result of

a closure or realignment under this title,

shall be deposited into the Account estab-

lished by section 207(aX1).

(B) In any case in which the General Ser-
vices is involved in the manage-
ment or disposal of such propernty or facility,
the Secretary shall reimburse the Administrator
of General Services from the proceeds of such

E6
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disposal, in accordance with section 1535 of
title 31, United States Code, for any expenses
incurred in such activities.

(C)(x)lfmymlpmpatyorfaaluyaoquued,

with the closure or realignment of a military
installation under this tite, 2 portion of the pro-
ceeds of the transfer or other disposal of prop-
erty on that installation shall be deposited in 2
reserve account established in the Treasury 10 be
administered by the Secretary. The Secretary
may use amounts in the account (in such an
aggregate amount as is provided in advance in
appropriation Acts) for the purpose of acquiring,
constructing, and improving—
(I) commissary stores; and
(I) real property and facilities for
(i) The amount under clause
(i) shall be equal 10 the depreciated value of
the investment made with such funds in the
acquisition, construction, of improvement of
that particular real property or facility. The
depreciated value of the investment shall be
computed in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense.
(iii) As used in this subparagraph:

ment of, or surcharge on, selling prices at
commissary stores fixed under section
2685 of tide 10, United States Code.

(I The term “nonappropriated funds”
means funds received from a nonappro-
priated fund instrumentality.

(IIl) The term “nonappropriated fund
instrumentality” means an instrumentality
of the United States under the jurisdiction
of the Armed Forces (including the Army
and Air Force Exchange Service, the Navy

ment of members of the Armed Forces.
(8XA) Subject to subparagraph (C), the Secre-
tary may contract with local governments for the
provision of police services, fire pratection services,

airfield operation services, or other community
services by such governments at military installa-
tions 10 be closed under this title if the Secretary
determines that the provision of such services
under such contracts is in the best interests of the
Deparntment of Defense.

(B) The Secretary may exercise the authority
provided under this paragraph without regard
to the provisions of chapter 146 of title 10,
United States Code.

- (C) The Secretary may not exercise the author-
ity under subparagraph (A) with respect to an
installation earlier than 180 days before the
date on which the installation is to be closed.

(D) The Secretary shall include in a contract
for services entered into with a Jocal govemnment
under this paragraph a clause that requires the
use of professionals tofumnshdmesemmw
the extent that are available in the
area under the jurisdiction of such government.

(c) Amucasurry or Onam Law.—(1) The provi-
sions of the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) shall not apply to—

(A) the actions of the Commission, including
selecting the military installations which the
Commission recommends for closure or realign-
ment under this title, recommending any mili-
tary installation to receive functions from an
installation to be closed or realigned, and mak-
ing its report to the Secretary and the commit-
tees under section 203(b); and

(B)thcamofﬂnSemrymmblsh-
i whether

in selecting any military instailation to receive
functions from an installation to be closed or

xuhgned,andmmnmngme:epmtome
Committees referred to in section 202(aX(1).

(2) The provisions of the National Environmen-
tal Policy Act of 1969 shall apply to the actions of
the Secretary (A) during the process of the closing
or realigning of a military installation after such
military installation has been selected for closure
or realignment but before the instailation is closed
or realigned and the functions relocated, and (B)
during the process of the relocating of functions
from 2 military installation being closed or realigned
to another military installation after the receiving
instaliation has been selected but before the func-
tions are relocased. In applying the provisions of such
Act, the Secretary shall not have to consider—

BASe CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1988
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(i) the need for closing or realigning the
military installation which has been selected
for closure or realignment by the Commission;

(i) the need for transferring functions to
another military installation which has been
selected as the receiving installation; or

(iii) alternative military installations to
those selected.

(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect
10 any requirement of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 to the extent such Act is appli-
cnbleunderparawph(l).orm&nmpeamany
requirement of the Commission mace by this tide,
ofmyammor&ﬂuremaabyﬂnmy
during the closing, realigning, or relocating re-
ferred to in dauses (A) and (B) of paragraph (2),
or of any action or failure to act by the Commis-
sion under this title, may not be brougit later than
mm&yaﬁummdaxhamonorﬁd-
ure to act.

(d) Taansrmn Aursomry ¥ Corescrion Wima Pav-

tal Response, Cocmpensation,

1980 (42 US.C. 9620(h)), the Secretary may enter
into an agreement to transfer by deed real
property or facilities referred to in subparagraph
(B)wnd\znypetsmwhoageesmpufamdl
environmental restoration, wasie management,
andqwuonmenmlmphmeamvhsdmm
required for the propesty or facilities under Fed-
eral and State laws, admmmdve decisions
agreements (including sch and

(B) The real property and facilities refered

to in subparagraph (A) are the real property
and facilities located at an instalistion closed or
:obedosedundexthxsnﬂeﬂutmzvaﬂable

redevelopment authority
under subsection (BXEXF) during the period
for that use, or expression of interest

in use, under that subsection.

(C) The Secretary may require any additional
terms and conditions in connection with an

the interests of the United States.
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i Response, Compensation,
Liability Act of 1980 (42 US.C. 9601 et seq.) or the
Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 US.C. 6901 et seq.).

(5) Section 330 of the National Defense Authori-
zation Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484;
10 U.S.C. 2687 note) shall not apply to any trans-
fer under this subsection to persons or entities
described in subsection (a)(2) of such section 330.

(6) The Secretary may not enter into an agree-
ment to transfer propesty or facilities under this
subsection after the expiration of the five-year
period beginning on the date of the enactment of
mwmmmmrm
Year 1

SEC. 205. WAIVER
The Secretary of Defense may carry out this title
without regard to—

(1) any provision of law restricting the use of
Mhdomgonedm:nﬂmymmlhm
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(2) the procedures set forth in sections 2662
and 2687 of title 10, United States Code.

SEC. 206. REPORTS

(a) In Goamal~As part of each annual budget
request for the Department of Defense, the Secre-
mystnllmmulotheappmpmﬁeconmm

of Congress—

(1) a schedule of the ck and
actions to be camried out under this title in the
ﬁsalwaorwh:chtherequeansmdeandan
estimate of the toeal required and
cost savings to be achieved by each such closure
and realignment and of the time period in which
these savings are to be achieved in each case,
together with the Secretary’s assessment of the
environmental effects of such actions; and

(2) a description of the military installations,
including those under construction and those
mhmmmmmw

be tansferred as 2 result of such closures and
realignments, together with the Secretary’s assess-
ment of the environmental effects of such transfers.

() Stwy~1) The Secretary shall conduct a
study of the military installations of the United
States outside the United States to determine if effici-
encies can be realized through dlosure or realign-
ment of the overseas base structure of the United
States. Not later than October 15, 1988, the Secre-
tary shall transmit 2 report of the findings and
conclusions of such study to the Commission and
to the Committees on Armed Services of the Sen-
aeemdllnﬂmofkepresemﬁm In develop-
ing its recommendations to the Secretary under
this tidde, the Commission shall consider the
Secretary’s study.

(2) Upon request of the Commission, the Secre-
tary shall provide the Commission with such infor-
mation about overseas bases as may be helpful to
the Commission in its deliberations.

(3) The Commission, based on its analysis of
military installations in the United States and its
review of the Secemysstudy of the overseas

and :
appmpmlcxeyrdngme.%creuryssmdyofm

overseas base structure.
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SEC. 207. FUNDING

" (&) Accour—(1) There is hereby established
on the books of the Treasury an account to be
known as the ‘Depantment of Defense Base
Closure Account” which shall be administered by
the Secretary as a single account.

(2) There shall be deposited into the Account—

(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to
the Account with respeat to fiscal year 1990
and fiscal years beginning thereafter;

(B) any funds that the Secretary may, ‘subject
to approval in an appropriation Act, transfer to
the Account from funds appropriated to the
Department of Defense for any purpose, except
that such funds may be transferred only after
the date on which the Secretary transmits writ-
ten notice of, and justification for, such transfer
to the appropriate committees of Congress; and

(C) proceeds described in section

204(bX4XA).

(3XA) The Secretary may use the funds in the
Accourtt only for the purposes described in sec-
tion 204(a).

(B) When a decision is made to use funds in
the Account to carry out a construction project
under section 204(aX1) and the cost of the
project will exceed the maximum amount
authorized by law for a2 minor construction
project, the Secretary shall notify in writing the
appropriate committees of of the na-
ture of, andmuﬁcmonfor the project and the
amount of expenditures for such project. Any
- such construction project may be carried out
without regard to section 2802(a) of title 10,
United States Code.

(4) No later than 60 days after the end of each
fiscal year in which the Secretary carries out activi-
ties under this title, the Secretary shall transmit 2
report to the appropriate commitiees of Congress
of the amount and nature of the deposits into, and
the expenditures from, the Account during such
fiscal year and of the amount and nature of other
expenditures made pursuant to section 204(a) dur-
ing such fiscal year.

(5)(A)Exocp(asprovndedmsubpanmph (B),
unobligated funds which remain in the Account
after the termination of the authority of the Secre-
tary to carry out a closure or realignment under

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1988
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this title shall be held in the Account until trans-
ferred by law after the appropriate committees of
Congress receive the report transmitted under
paragraph (6).

(B) The Secretary may, after the termination of

(6) No later than 60 days after the termination
of the authority of the Secretary to cafry out a
doamamdgmmmﬂadmﬁe.mew
shall transmit to the appropriate committees of
Congress a report containing #n acoounting of—

(A) all the funds deposited into and expended
from the Acoount or ctherwise expended under
this title; and

(B) any amount remaining in the Account.

of tile XXIX of Public Law 101-510; 10 US.C.
2687 note).

(b) Base Cromms Account 1o 52 Excroev Sounce
or Fos ror Exvoreasal Rassonarson Paogecrs—
Noﬁmdssppmpnmdwmenepa.mmof
Defense puzposes described in

tary to cairy out a closure or under
this title. [Section 207 (b) does wot apply with
respect to the avatability of funds appropriased
before November 5, 19901

SEC. 208. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION
OF COMMPSSION REPORT

(s) Twoss or Tez Rwsoomon—For purposes of
section 202(b), the term “joint resolution® means
only 2 joint resolution which is introduced before
March 15, 1989, and—

(1) which does not have a preamble;

196

(ﬂghemwmmemdvms_dauseof

Realignment and Closure established by the Secre-
tary of Defense as submitted 1o the Secretary of
Defease on *, the blank space being
appropristely filled in; and
G)dleﬁﬂeofwhachsasfollows ‘Jomusolu—

(<) Ducmance—If the committee to which a
resolution described in subsection (2) is refemred
has not reported such resolution (or an identical
molmon)bdaeuudnslmsadloommee

() Commpmarson.—(1) On or after the third day
sfter the date on which the commitiee to which
such 2 resolution is referred has or has
been discharged (under subsection (c)) from fur-
ther consideration of, such a resolution, ‘it is in

(even though 2 previcus motion to the same

REEI
F
A1
{
%
L
?

subject to amendment, or to 2 motion [0 Postpoge,
or 0 2 motion to proceed o the consideration of
other business. A motion 10 reconsider the vote by
which the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall
not be in order. If 2 motion to proceed to the
considerstion of the resohution is agreed to, the
respective House shall immediately proceed to
consideration of the joint resolution without inter-
vening motion, order, or other business, and the
resolution shall remain the unfinished business of
the respective House until disposed of.

E-10
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(2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debat-
able motions and appeals in connection therewith,
shall be limited to not more than 10 hours, which
shall be divided equally between those favoring
to the resolution is not in order. A motion further
to limit debate is in order and not debatable. A
nmomopostpone or 2 motion to proceed to the
consideration of other business, or 2 motion to
recommit the resolution is not in order. A motion
10 reconsider the vote by which the resolution is
agreed to or disagreed to is not in order.

(3) Immediately following the conclusion of the
debate on a resolution described in subsection (a)
and a single quorum call at the conclusion of the
debate if requested in accordance with the rules
of the appropriate House, the vote on final pas-
sage of the resolution shall occur.

(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair
relating to the application of the rules of the Sen-
ate or the House of Representatives, as the case
may be, to the procedure relating to a resolution
described in subsection () shall be decided with-
out debate.

() Consmpmmanion sy Ormes House—(1) If, be-
fore the passage by one House of a resolution of
that House described in subsection (a), that House
receives from the other House a resolution de-
scribed in subsection (a), then the following pro-
cedures shall apply:

(A) The resolution of the other House shall
not be referred to a committee and may not be
considered in the House receiving it except in
the case of final passage as provided in sub-
paragraph (B)Gi).

(B) With respect to a resolution described
in subsection (a) of the House receiving the
resolution—

() the procedure in that House shall be the
same as if no resolution had been received
from the other House; but

(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on
the resolution of the other House.

(2) Upon disposition of the resolution received
from the other House, it shall no longer be in
order to consider the resolution that originated in

() Ruxes or THE SeNATE AND House.—This section
is enacted by Congress—

197

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of the
Senate and House of Representatives, respectively,
and as such it is deemed a part of the rules of
each House, respectively, but applicable only with
respect to the procedure to be followed in that
House in the case of a resolution described in
subsection (2), and it supersedes other rules only to
the extent that it is inconsistent with such rules; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional
right of either House to change the rules (so far as
relating to the procedure of that House) at any
tirme, in the same manner, and to the same extent
as in the case of any other rule of that House.

SEC. 209. DEFINITIONS
In this title:

(1) The term “Account” means the Department
of Defense Base Closure Account established by
section 207(a)(1).

(Z)Thetenn‘appropﬁztecomminmofc‘mr
gress” means the Committees on Armed Services

and the Committees on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate and of the House of Representatives.

(3) The terms “Commission on Base Realignment
and Closure” and “Commission” mean the Com-
mission established by the Secretary of Defense in
the chanter signed by the Secretary on May 3,
1988, and as altered thereafier with respect to the
membership and voting.

(4) The term “charter establishing such Commis-
sion” means the charter referred to in paragraph (3).

(5) The term “initiate” includes any action reduc-
ing functions or civilian personnel positions but
ties carried out before there is a reduction of such
functions or positions.

(6) The term “midlitary installation” means a base,
camp, post, station, yard, center, homeport facility
for any ship, or other activity under the jurisdic-
tion of the Secretary of 2 military department.

(7) The term “realignment” includes any action
which both reduces and relocates functions and
civilian personnel positions.

(8) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of

Defense.

. (9 The term “United States” means the 50
States, the District of Columbia, the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands,

Baste CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1988
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American Samoa, and any other commonwealth,
tesritory, or possession of the United States.

(10) The term “redevelopment authority”, in the
case of an installation to be closed under this title,
means any entity (including an entity established

government) i

(11) The term *redevelopment plan® in the case
of an instaliation to be closed under this title,
means a plan that-—

(A) is agreed 10 by the redevelopment author-
ity with respect to the installation; and

(B) provides for the reuse or redevelopment
of the real property and personal property of
the installation that is available for such reuse
or redevelopment as 2 result of the closure of
the installation.

198
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APPENDIX F
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND
REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1990
PuBLIC Law 101-510,

10 U.S.C. 2687 NOTE

Enacted November 5, 1990

As amended by the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Acts for Fiscal Years 1992/1993 (P.L. 102-311),
1993 (P.L. 102-484), 1994 (P.L. 103-106), 1995 (P.L.
103-337), and the Base Closure Community Rede-

and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994
(P.L. 103-421).

TITLE XXIX - DEFENSE BASE
CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS

PART A—Derense Base CLOSURE AND
REAUGNMENT COMMISSION

SEC. 2901. SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE

(a) Seomr Trre—This part may be cited as the
“Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of
19%0°.

(b) Pwmrost.—The purpose of this pant is to
provide a fair process that will result in the timely
dosure and realignment of miliary installations
inside the United States.

SEC. 2902. THE COMMISSION

(a) Esrasummannt.—There is established an inde-
pendent commission to be known as the *Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission”.

(b) Dumnes—The Commission shall camy out
the daties specified for i in this part.

() Amosmana.—(1XA) The Commission shall
be composed of eight members appointed by the
President, by and with the advise arx! consent of
the Senate.

(B) The President shall transmit to the Senate the
nominations for appointment to the Commission—

(i) by no Later than January 3, 1991, in the
case of members of the Commission whose
wems will expire at the end of the finst session
of the 102nd Congress;

(ii) by no kater than January 25, 1993, in the
case of members of the Commission whose
terms will expire at the end of the first session
of the 103rd Congress; and

(iii) by no later than January 3, 1995, in the
case of members of the Commission whose
terms will expire at the endd of the first session
of the 104th Congress,

(C) If the President does not transmit to Con-
gress the nominations for appointment to the
Commission on or before the date specified for
1993 in clause (ii) of subparagraph (B) or for 1995
in clause (i) of such subparagraph, the process
by which military installations may be selected for
closure or realignment under this part with respect
10 that year shall be terminated.

(2) In selecting individuals for nominations for
appointments to the Commission, the President
shoukd consult with—

(A) the Speaker of the House of Representatives
conceming the appointment of two members;

(B) the majority leadler of the Senate con-
ceming the appointment of two members;

(C) the minority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives concerning the appointment of one
member; and

(D) the minority leader of the Senate con-
_cerning the appointment of one member.

(3) At the time the President nominates indi-
vndmlsforam)omeuloﬂnmnnmonfor

cach sessh fe lompuﬂgmph
(1XB), the President shall d one such




individual who shall serve as Chainman of the
Commission.

(d)w(l)ﬁxmptasptwndedmﬁ

for the session during which the member was
appointed to the Commission.

(2) The Chaimman of the Commission shall
serve until the confirmation of a successor.

() Mmxrves.—(1) The Comunission shall meet
only during calendar years 1991, 1993, and 1995.

(ZXA)Eschnnumgofdne(bmon,qlhu

(B) All the proceedings, information, and delib-
erations of the Commission shall be open, upon
request, to the following:

(i) The Chairman and the ranking minority
party member of the Subcomemitice on Readi-
ness, Sustainability, and SupportVf the Com-
miitee on Armed Services of the Semate, oc
such other members of the Subcommitiee des-
ignated by such Chairman or ranking minority
party member.

(ii) The Chairman and the manking minority
party member of the Subcommitice on Military
Installations and Facilities of the Committee on
Armed Services of the House of Represents-
tives, or such other members of the Subcom-
minee designated by such Chxirman or ranking
minority party member.

party members of the Subcommitwees on Mili-
tary Construction of the Commitsexs on Appro-
priations of the Senate and of the House of
Representatives, or such other members of the
Subcommitiees designated by such Chairmoen
or ranking minority parny members.

(D Vacancms.—A vacancy in the Commission
shzllbeﬁﬂedmd:emms&eo@-l

the vacancy shall serve oaly for the unexpired
portion of the term for which the individual's pre-
decessor was appointed.

{g) PAY anp Traver Exrmwss—(1XA) Each
member, other than the Chairman, shall be paid a
a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the mini-
mum annual rate of basic pay paysble for level IV
of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of

200

title 5, United States Code, for each day (including

i
]
i
:
i

in the actual pefformance of dutics vested in the

(B) The Chairman shall be paid for each day
seferred 10 in subparagraph (A) at 2 rate equal to
the daily of the minimum annual rate
of basic pay payable for level Il of the Executive
Schedule under section 5314 of tide 5, United
Suees Code.

(2) Members shall receive travel expenses, includ-
ing per diem in lieu of subsistence, in accordance
with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United
Stases Code.

—-(l)ﬂlccommmm

™
shafl, without regard to section 5311(b) of title 5,
Director

(BXD Not more than one-fifth of the profes-
sional analysts of the Commission staff may be
persons detailed from the Deparument of Defense
%0 the Commigsion.

Gi) No person detailed from the Department of
Defense to the Commission may be assigned as

F-2
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the lead professional amalyst with respect to 2
military department or defense agency.

(C)Apersonmynabedenﬂedfromthe
Der to the Cc
within lzmbdmdmdeuﬂstobegm
that person participated personally and substan-
tially in any maner within the Depanment of
Defense conceming the preparation of recommen-
dations for closures or realignments of military
instaliations.

(D) No member of the Armed Forces, and no
officer or employee of the Department of Defense,
may-—

(i) prepare any report conceming the effec-
tiveness, fitness, or efficiency of the perfor-
mance on the staff of the Commission of any
person detailed from the Depanment of Defense
to that staff;

(i) review the preparation of such a report; or

(iii) approve or disapprove such a report.
(4) Upon request of the Director, the head of

any Federal department or agency may detail any
of the personnel of that department or agency (o

the Commission to assist the Commission in carry-
ing out its duties under this part.

(5) The Comptroller General of the United
States shall provide assistance, including the detail-
ing of employees, to the Commission in accor-
dance with an agreement entered into with the
Commission.

(6) The following restrictions relating to the
personnel of the Commission shall apply during
1992 and 1994:

(A) There may not be more than 15 persons
on the staff at any one time.

(B) The staff may perform only such func-
tions as are necessary 1o prepare for the transi-
tion to new membership on the Commission in
the following year.

(C) No member of the Armed Forces and no

employee of the Department of Defense may
serve on the staff.

(j) Ovaex Aurmomrry.—(1) The Commission may
procure by contract, w the extent funds are avail-
able, the temporary or intermittent services of

or consultants pursuant to section 3109 of
title 5, United States Code.

(2) The Commission may lease space and acquire
personal property to the exen: funds are availzbie.
(k) Fuoec.—(1) There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Commission such funds as are
necessary to carry out its duties under this pan.
Such funds shall remain available until expended.
(2) If no funds are appropriated 1o the Commis-
s:onbymeendofmesecmﬂmofthemls(

Congress, the 5 y of Defense may
for fiscal year 1991, 1o the Commission funds from
the Department of Defense Base Closure Account

established by section 207 of Public Law 100-526.
Such funds shall remain available until expended.

(D) Teomunon—The Commission shall termi-
nate on December 31, 1995.

(m) Pacesmmon AcAeT RESTRICIING COMMINICA-
Tions.—Section 1034 of title 10, United States
Code, shall apply with respect 10 communications
with the Commission.

SEC. 2903. PROCEDURE POR MAKING
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BASE CLOSURE
AND REALIGNMENTS

(a) Foncx-Sraucruas Pran—(1) As part of the
budget justification documents submitted to Con-
gress in support of the budget for the Department
of Defense for each of the fiscal years 1992, 1994,
and 1996, the Secretary shall include a force-

the budget request is made and of the anticipated
levels of funding that will be available for national
defense pusposes during such period.

(2) Such plan shall include, without any refer-
ence (directly or indirectly) to military instaliations
inside the United States that may be closed or
realigned under such plan—

(A) a description of the assessment referred
to in paragraph (1);

(B) a description (i) of the anticipated force
structure during and at the end of each such
period for each military department (with
specifications of the number and type of units
in the active and reserve forces of each such
depantment), and (ii) of the units that will need
to be forward based (with a justification
thereof) during and at the end of each such
period; and

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1990
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opportunity for public comment
cntemforapenodofatmaoaysadd-n
include notice of that opportunity in the publica-
uonmquuedmden.bcpmce&gm
(2XA) The Secretary shall, by no later than Feb-
ruary 15, 1991 publish in the Federal Register and
transmit to the congressional defense comminees
the final criteria to be used in making recommen-

damformedoamormﬁmdn&ty

unless disapproved by a joint resolution of Con-

approved by 2 joint resolution of Congress enacted
on or before February 15 of the year conoerned.

{c) DoD Racososreanons.—(1) The Secretary
may, by no later than Apsil 15, 1991, March 15,
l9933ndhh.rd11 IM,Mmhmw

that are applicable to the year concerned.

(Z)meSecmxryshllmdude with the list
of recommendations published and tranamined

(C)Famdsbpaﬂmph(B),mthe
case of a community anticipating the
_deus-d'adnueormﬁpmqfamilitary

Wcmﬂduumm
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complete to the best of that person’'s knowledge
and belief.

(B) Subparagraph (A) applies 10 the following
persons:

(i) The Secretaries of the military depantments.

(ii) The heads of the Defense Agencies.

(iii) Each person who is in 2 position the
duties of which include personal and substan-
tial involvement in the preparation and submis-
sion of information and recommendzuons

wry i . ati
whichdnSecmmyofDefmshallptuaibe
regulations

for personnel within that Defense Agency.

(6) Any information provided to the Commis-
sion by a person described in paragraph (5XB)
shall also be submitted to the Senate and the
House of Representatives to be made available to
the Members of the House concemed in 20c0r-
dance with the rules of that House. The informa-
tion shall be submitted to the Senate and the
House of within 24 hours after the
submission of the information to the Commission.

(d) Ravizw anp Recoseumeoarions 3y Tz Coms-
sion—{1) After receiving the recommendations
from the Secretary pursuant to subsection (c) for
any year, the Commission shall conduct public
hearings on the recommendations. All testimony
before the Commission at 2 public hearing con-
ducted under this paragraph shall be presented
under oath.

(2XA) The Commission shall, by no later than
July 1 of each year in which the Secretary trans-
mits recommendations to it pursuant to subsection
(c), transmit to the President a report containing
the Commission’s findings and conclusions based
on 2 review and analysis of the recommendations
made by the Secretary, together with the
Commission’s recommendations for closures and
realignments of military installations inside the
United States.

(B) Subject to subparagraph (C), in making its
recommendations, the Commission may make
changes in any of the recommendations made by
the Secretary if the Commission determines that
the Secretary deviated substantially from the force-

structure plan and final criteria referred to in sub-
section (cX1) in making recommendations.

(C) In the case of a change described in sub-
paragraph (D) in the recommendations made by
the Secretary, the Commission may make the
change only if the Commission—

(i) makes the determination required by sub-
paragraph (B);
(ii) determines that the change is consistent
with the force-structure plan and final criteria
- referred to in subsection (cX1);

(iii) publishes a notice of the proposed
change in the Federal Register not less than 45
days before transmitting its recommendations
to the President pursuant to paragraph (2); and

(iv) conducts public hearings on the pro-
posed change.

(D) Subparagraph (C) shall apply to a change
by the Commission in the Secretary’s recommen-
dations that would—

() add a military installation to the list of
military installations recommended by the Sec-
retary for closure;

(if) add a military installation to the list of
military installations recommended by the Sec-
retary for realignment; or

(iif) increase the extent of a realignment of 2
particular military installation recommended by
the Secretary.

(E). In making recommendations under this
paragraph, the Commission may not take into ac-
count for any purpose any advance conversion
planning undertaken by an affected community
with respect to the anticipated closure or realign-
ment of a military installation.

(3) The Commission shall explain and justify in

ts report submitied to the President pursuant to
pmmph(z)anymommendauonnndebyd:e
Commission that is different from the recommen-
dations made by the Secretary pursuant to subsec-
tion (c). The Commission shall transmit a copy of
such report 1o the congressional defense commit-
tees on the same date on which it transmits its
recommendations to the President under para-
graph (2).

(4) After July 1 of each year in which the Com-
mission transmits tions to the Presi-
dent under this subsection, the Commission shall

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1990
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promptly provide, upon request, to any Member
omegtusmfmusedbylkcomn
in making its

(5) The Comptroller General of the United
States shall—

(A)uslstthe(:ommon.mmem

() Revizw sy o Pxmmunet.~<1) The President
shall, by no later than July 15 of each yesr in
wmmmmmmmw

danon;oftheConmon,dnhuda!M

(3) If the President disapproves the recommen-
dations of the Commission, in whole or in part,
the President shall transmit to the Comnission
and the Congress the ressons for that disapproval.
The Commission shall then transmi to the Presi-

dent, by no later than August 15 of the year con-
oaned,a:emedluoﬁemﬁmshd!
closure and realignment of military installations.

(4) If the President approves all of the revised
recommendations of the Commmission transmitted
1o the President under paragmaph (3), the Presi-
dems shall ransmit a copy of such revised recom-
mendauonso:_o the Congress, together with a

(5) If the President does not transmit 0 the
described

Congress an approval and centfication
mpmsnph(z)a(i)bys:pmhaldm
Comsmission has wansmitsed rec

with respect to that year shall be terminated.

SEC. 2904. CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF
MEITARY ENSTALLATIONS

(2) In General.—Subjecx 10 subsection (b), the
Secretary shall—
(1) close all military installations recom-

HE
E

Preddutmisdnmponpummmsec-
tion 2903(¢) conmining the recommendations
for such closures or realignments.

() Covcamemonar. Dusasrmovar.—(1) The Secre-
ary may not carry out any closure or realignment
recommended by the Commission in a report
tranemitted from the President pursuant to section
2903(e) ¥ 2 joint resolution is enacted, in accor-
dance with the provisions of section 2908, disap-
proving such recommendations of the
Commission before the eartier of—

Wﬂ:mdofmeﬁ-daypemdbegnnmg
on the date on which the
such report; or

(B) the adioumment of Congress sine die
for the session during which such repost is
transmitted.
(2) For purposes of paragraph (1) of this sub-
section and subeections (a) and (c) of section
2908, the days on which either House of Congress
is 0ot in session because of an adjournment of
more than three days t0 a day certain shall be
exciuded in the computation of a period.
SEC, 2905. BFLEMENTATION

(8) In Gowmar—(1) In closing or realigning
tary may—

F6
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(A) take such actions as may be necessary to
close or realign any military installation, inciud-
ing the acquisition of such land, the construc-
tion of such replacement facilities, the
performance of such activities, and the conduct
of such advance planning and design as may
be required to transfer functions from a2 military
installation being closed or realigned to another
military installation, and may use for such pur-
pose funds in the Account or funds appropri-
ated to the Depantment of Defense for use in
planning and design, minor construction, or
operation and maintenance;

(B) provide—

(i) economic adjustment assistance to any
community located near a military installa-
tion being closed or realigned, and

(ii) community planning assistance to any
community located near a military installa-
tion to which functions will be transferred as
a result of the closure or realignment of a mil-
itary installation, if the Secretary of Defense
determines that the financial resources avail-
able to the community (by grant or other-
wise)forsuchpmpowsareimdequﬂe,and
may use for such purposes funds in the
Account or funds appropriated to the Depan-
ment of Defense for economic adjustment
assistance or community planning assistance;
(C) carry out activities for the purposes of

environmental restoration and mitigation at any
such instaliation, and shall use for such pur-
poses funds in the Account;

Defense at milisary instaliations being closed or

realigned, and may use for such purpose funds

in the Account or funds appropriated to the

Department of Defense for outplacement assis-

tance to employees; and

(E) reimburse other Federal agencies for
actions performed at the request of the Secre-
tary with respect to any such closure or realign-
ment, and may use for such purpose funds in
the Account or funds appropriated to the

Department of Defense and available for such

purpose.

(2) In carrying out any closure or realignment
under this part, the Secretary shall ensure that
environmental restoration of any property made
excess to the needs of the Department of Defense

as a result of such closure aor reali be car-
ried out as soon as possible with funds available
for such purpose.

(b) Maucnaxnt aNp Disrosar or Paorexry.—(1)
The Administrator of General Services shall del-
egate to the Secretary of Defense, with respect to
excess and surplus real property, facilities, and
personal propenty located at 2 military installation
closed or realigned under this part—

(A)rheaumomycfmeAdmmmorwouu-

Property
Act of 1949 (40 U.SC. 483);

(B) the authority of the Administrator to dis-
pose of surplus property under section 203 of
that Act (40 U.S.C. 484);

(C) the authority of the Administrator to
and make determinations under
section 1Xg) of the Surplus Property Act of
1944 (50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g)); and
(D) the authority of the Administrator 1o deter-
mine the availability of excess or surplus real
propenty for wildlife conservation purposes in
accordance with the Act of May 19, 1948 (16
U.S.C. 667b).

(2XA) -Subject to subparagraph (C) and para
phs (3). (4), (5), and (6), the Secretary of
shall exercise the authority delegated to
d\eSequypnmmlopangzph(l)maccor
dance with—
(t)allteguhuommeffectonthedateohhe
enactment of this Act the utilization
- of excess property and the disposal of surplus
property under the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services At of 1949; and

(ii) all regulations in effect on the date of the
enacument of this Act goveming the convey-
ance and disposal of property under section
13(g) of the Surplus Property Act of 1944 (50
USC. App. 82(@). ¢
(B) The Secretary, after consulting with the Ad-

ministrator of General Services, may issue regula-
tions that are necessary to carry out the delegation
of authority required by paragraph (1).

(C) The authority required to be delegated by
paragraph (1) to the Secretary by the Administrator
of General Services shall not include the authority
to prescribe general policies and methods for uti-
lizing excess property and disposing of surplus
property.

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1990
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(i) the local government in whose jurisdic-
tion the instaflation is wholly located; or

(i) a local government agency or State gov-
emment agency designated for the purpose of
ssd!oonmlnnonbyth:dnefexeumveoﬁou
of the State in which the installation is located.
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(D twenty-four months after the date of
approval of the closure of the installation; or

(IV) ninety days before the date of the clo-
sure of the installation.

(n)'l‘hem:denedxomdzuse(ﬂare
activities to the closure of an installa-
tion to be closed under this pant as follows:

(D The transfer from the instatlation of items
of personal property at the installation identi-
fied in accordance with subparagraph (A).

(I) The rechuction in maintenance and repair
of Facilities or equipment located at the installa-
tion below the minimum levels required to sup-
port the use of such facilities or equipment for
(D) Except as provided in paragraph (4), the

Secretary may not transfer items of personal prop-
enty located at an instaliation to be closed under
this part to another installation, or dispose of such
ftems, if such items are identified in the redevel-
opment plan for the insallation as iems essential
mﬂ:e:uuaxedevebpmemafd\emmﬂanon

(E) This paragraph shall not apply to any per-
sonal property located at an installation 10 be
closed under this part if the property—

" is required for the operation of a unit,
function, component, weapon, Or weapons sys-
tem at another installation;

(ii) is uniquely military in character, and is

likely to have no civilian use (other than use

for its material content or as a source of com-

monly used components);

(iil) is not required for the reutilization or
of the insuallation (as jointly’ deter-

mined by the Secretary and the redevelopment

authority);

(i) is stored at the instaliation for purposes

of distribution (including spare parts or stock

iterns); or

XD meets known of an author-

ized program of another Federal department or
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agency for which expenditures for similar prop-
erty would be necessary, and (ID) is the subject
of a wrinien request by the head of the depan-
ment or agency.

(F) Notwithstanding subparagraphs (CXi) and
(D), the Secretary may carry out any activity
referred to in subparagraph (CXii) or (D) if the
Secretary determines that the carrying out of such
activity is in the national security interest of the
United States.

(4XA) The Secretary may transfer real property
and personal property kocated at a military instal-
lation 1o be closed under this part to the redevel-
opment authority with respect to the installation.

(BXiXD) Except as prov:ded in clause (i), the
transfer of under subparagraph (A) may
be for consideration at or below the estimated fair
market value of the property transferred or with-
out consideration. Such consideration may include
consideration in kind (incuding goods and ser-
vices), real property and improvemems, or such
other consideration as the Secretary -dnsiders
appropriate. The Secretary shall determine the
estimated fair market value of the property to be
wansferred under this subparagraph before carry-
ing out such transfer.

(ID The Secretary shall prescribe regulations
that set forth guidelines for determining the
amount, if any, of consideration required for a

each transfer under this paragraph for consider-
ation below the estimated fair market valve of the

property tansferred, the Secretary provide an expla-
naﬁonwdryd:emsferhnotforﬂnmd
fair market valve of the propenty to be transferred
(including an explanation why the transfer cannot
be carried out in accordance with the authority
m)wdnmmmtopangnph

or (2)).

(ii) The wansfer of property under subpara-
graph (A) shall be without consideration in the
case of any installation located in a rural area
whose closure under this part will have a substan-
tial adverse impact (as determined by the Secre-
nry)ontheecolmyoflheoommmnsmdxe

such closure. The Secretary shall prescribe in the
regulations under clause (iXID) the manner of deter-
mining whether communities are eligible for the
transfer of property under this clause.

(iii) In the case of a transfer under subpara-
graph (A) for consideration below the fair market
value of the property transferred, the Secretary
may recoup from the transferee of such propernty
such portion as the Secretary determines appropri-
ate of the amount, if any, by which the sale or

amount of recoupment under this clause.

- (CXi) The transfer of personal property under
subparagraph (A) shall not be subject to the provi-
sions of sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40
US.C. 483, 484) if the Secretary determines that
the transfer of such property is necessary for the
effective implementation of a plan
with respect to the installation at which such
property is located.
(n)TheSec:mrymy,mheuofmemnsferof

erty is in the interest of the United States.

(D) The provisions of section 120(h) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Lisbility Act of 1980 (42 USC.
9602(h) shall apply to any transfer of real property
under this paragraph.

(E) The Secretary may require any additional
terms and conditions in connection with 2 transfer
under this paragraph as such Secretary considers
appropriate to protect the interests of the United
States.

(5XA) Except as provided in subparagraph (B),
the Secretary shall take such actions as the Secre-
tary determines necessary to ensure that final
determinations under paragraph (1) regarding
whether another deparument or agency of the
Federal Government has identified 2 use for any
portion of a military installation to be closed un-
der this pant, or will accept transfer of any portion
of such installation, are made not later than 6
months after the date of approval of clasure of
that instaliation.

(B) The Secretary may, in consultation with the

refeﬂedlommbp:n@-zph(A)wndlmpeato
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the instaliation for such period as the Secretary
determines appropriate if the Secretary determines
that such postponement is in the best interests of
the communities affected by the closure of the
installation.

(6XA) Except as provided in this paragraph,
nothing in this section shall limit or otherwise
affect the application of the provisions of the
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (42
US.C. 11301 et seq.) to military instllations

property
after the date of the enactment of this sentence,
see paragraph (7).

(BXD) Not later than the date on which the
Secretary of Defense completes the determination
under paragraph (5} of the transferahility of any
portion of an instailation to be closed under this
part, the Secretary shall—

such Act (42 US.C. 11411(2)); and
m)mbmmmmyofﬂmmm

no use is identified, or of which no Federal depan-
ment or agency will accept transfer, pursuant to
the determination of transferability i
that clause.
(C)NothmﬂnnSOdnysafhert!ndmon

(iii) publish in the Federal Register a list of
the buildings and property that are so identi-
fied, including with respect to each building or

208

propenty the information referred to in section
501(cX1XB) of such Act; and

(iv) make available with respeat to ach
building and pr the information
to in section 501(«:)(1)«:) of such Act in accor-
dance with such section 501(cX1XC).

(D) Any buildings and propenty i
lnpubldndundermbpnﬂmph(c)(m)slullbe
treated as property available for 3
usetomﬂnlnmebasmdumnm(d)of
such Act.

(E) The Secretary of Defense shall make avail-
able in accordance with section 501(f) of such Act

any buildings or propernty referred to in subpara-
gnph(D)fcxwhu:h—

(D 2 written notice of an intent to use such
buildings or property to assist the homeless is
received by the Secretary of Health and Human
Services in accordance with section 501(dX2)
of such Act;

(lﬂanapplmmnformeofwdlbmldmgs
or property for such purpose is submitted to
the Secretary of Health and Human Services in
accordance with section 501(eX2) of such Act;
and

(iii) The Secretary of Health and Human
Services—
(D completes all actions on the appli-
cation in accordance with section S01(eX(3)
of such Act; and

(I approves the application under sec-
tion 501(e) of such Act.

(FXD Subject 1o clause (i), a redevelopment
audmlymyapms in writing an interest in
using buildings and property referred to subpara-
graph (D), and buildings and property referred to
in subparagraph (BX(ii) which have not been iden-
tified 25 suitable for use to assist the homeless

such buildings and property are located as follows:

O X no written notice of an intent to use
such buildings and property to assist the home-
less is received by the Secretary of Heaith and
Human Services in accordance with section
501(dX2) of such Act during the 60-day period
beginning on the date of publication of the
(buddmcx )y and property under subparagraph

m).

F-10
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(GX{) Buildings and property available for a
authority under subparagnaph (F)

shall not be available for use to assist the home-
less under section 501 of such Act while so avail-

installations approved for closure under this pan
after the date of the enactment of this paragraph
shall be determined under this paragraph rather
than parsgraph (6).

(B)Xi) Not later that the date on which the Sec-
retary of Defense completes the final determina-
tions referred to in paragraph (5) relating to the
use or transferability of any portion of an installa-
tion covered by this paragraph, the Secretary

_ (D idenify the buildings and property at the
i ion for which the Department of Defense
has 2 use, for which another department or
agency of the Federal Government has identi-
fied a use, or of which another department or
agency will accept a transfer;

(D take such actions as are necessary to
identify any building or property at the installa-
tion not identified under subclause (I) that is
excess property or surplus property;

(D submit to the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development and to the redevelopment
authority for the instaltation (or the chief execy-
tive officer of the State in which the installation
is located i there is no redevelopment author-
ity for the insallation at the completion of the
determination described in the stem of this sen-
tence) information on any building or property
that is identified under subclause (ID; and

(IV) publish in the Federal Register and in a

genenal circulation in the com-

(B)ANID). A notice of interest under this clause

F-11



shall describe the need of the govemment, repre-
sentative, or party concerned for the buildings or
property covered by the notice. -

(n)Theredcvelopmuuzudxodtyforannmlh
tion shall assist the governments, representatives,
and parties referred 10 in clause (i) in evaluating
buildings and property at the installation for pur-
poses of this

(iii) In providing assistance under clause (i), 2
redevelopment authority shall—

(D consult with representatives of the home-
kssmﬁtcommnmmthemtyofme
installation concerned; and

(D undertake outreach efforts to provide
information on the buildings and property to
representatives of the homeless, and to other
persons or entities interested in assisting the
homeless, in such communities.

(w)lnsd\esemeofcongtwsttmxedevelop-
should

redevelop-
ment authority under subparagraph (C) not later
than the date specified for such notice by the
redevelopment authority.

(i) The date specified under clause (i) shall
be—

(D) in the case of an installation for which 2
redevelopment authority has been
as of the date of the completion of the determi-
nations referred to in paragraph(5), not earlier
than 3 months and nox later than 6 months
after that date; and

(D in case of an installation for which a
redevelopment authority is not recognized as of
such date, not eadlier than 3 months and not later
than 6 months after the date of the recognition
of 2 redevelopment authority for the installation.

(iif) Upon specifying 2 date for an instaliation

under this subparagraph, the redeveiopment author-
ity for the instaliation shall—

(D) publish the date specified in 2 newspaper
ofgenenlamﬂmmmthemmunmu:dn
concerned; and

210

(I notify the Secretary of Defense of the date.
(l-:)(x)lnmbmmngtoa author-

() An assessment of the need for the program.

(I A description of the extent to which the
program nsorwdl be coordinated with other
homeless assistance programs in the communi-
ties in the vicinity of the installation.

(IV) A description of the buikdings and prop-
ety at the installation that are necessary in order
10 canry out the program.

(V) A description of the financial plan, the
organization, and the organizational capacity of
the representative to carry out the program.

(VD An assessment of the time required in
order to commence carrying out the program.
(ii) A redevelopment authority may not release
to the pubic any information submitted 10 the

under clause (XV) with-
out the consent of the representative of the home-
less concerned unless such release is authorized
under Federal law and under the law of the Siate
and communities in which the installation con-
cerned is located.

(F)Xi) The redevelopment authority for each
installation covaedbythspamguphsknﬂ

redevelopment authority
the plan, consider the interests in the use 10 assist
the homeless of the buiklings and property at the
installation that are expressed in the notices sub-
nmedu:hd()eredevelopmuaudimuyundermb-
C).

(u)(l)lnoomecnmwxdnredevelopmnplm
authority and

F-12



Secretary Seuemy Housing

and Urban Development under subparagraph (G),
(iv) A redevelopment authority shall complete

preparation of a redevelopment plan for an instal-

lation and submit the plan under

(G) not later than 9 months after the date speci-

ﬁedbyd:credevdopmemauﬁmltyfotmm

(G)i) Upon ompleoon of a redevelopment
plan under subparagraph (P), 2 redevelopment
avthority shall submit an application containing
meplzntomeSeua:ryofDefememdtod!e
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development.

(i) A redevelopment authority shall include in
an application under clause (i) the following:

() A copy of the redevelopment plan, includ-
ing a summary of any public comments on the
plan received by the redevelopment authority
under subparagraph (F)ii).

(I A copy of each notioe of interest of use
of buildings and propesty to assist the homeless
that was submitted to the

such notice and, if the plan does not address
such an interest, an explanation why the plan
does not address the inserest.

(ln?Ammyofmemmachumhm
by the redevelopment authority under subpara-
graph (CXiiXI) in preparing the plan.

redevelopment consulted

the plan, and the results of such consultations.
(V) An assessment of the manner in which

the redevelopment plan balances the

needs of the homeless and the need of the

211

communities in the vicinity of the instatiation for
economic redevelopment and other development.

(VI) Copies of the agreements that the redevel-

opment authority proposes (o enter into under
asbpanmph(l’)(n)

(HXi) Not later than 60 days after receiving 2
redevelopment plan under subparagraph (G), the
Secretary of Housing and Usban Development
shall complete a review of the plan. The purpose
of the review is (o determine whether the plan,
with respect w the expressed interest and requests
of representatives of the homeless—

(D takes into consideration the size and nature
of the homeless population in the communities
in the vicinity of the installation, the availability
of existing services in such communities to
meet the needs of the homeless in such com-
munities, and the suitability of the buiklings
and property covered by the plan for the use
and needs of the homeless in such communities;

QD takes izo deration any
impauofhomdessmbanocundgrmephnon
the communities in the vicinity of the instaliation;

(Il balances in an appropriate manner the
needs of the communities in the vicinity of the
installation for economic redevelopment and
other development with the needs of the
homeless in such communities;

(IV) was developed in consultation with rep-
resentatives of the homeless and the homeless
assistance planning boards, if any, in the com-
munities in the vicinity of the installation; and

(V) specifies the manner in which buildings
_and property, resources and assistance on or
off the insallation will be made available for
homeless assistance purposes.

(iD) It is the sense of Congress that the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development shall, in com-
pleting the review of a plan under this subpara-
graph, take imio consideration and be receptive to
the predominant views on the plan of the commu-
nities in the vicinity of the installation covered by
the plan. )

(iii) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opmentmyengngemnegotnnonsandmﬂu
tions with 2 redevelopment authority before or
during the course of 2 feview under clause ()
with 2 view toward resolving any preliminary deter-
mination of the Secretary that the redevelopment
plan does not meet a requirement set forth in that

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1990
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clause, The redevelopment authority may modify

(iv) Upon completion of a review of a redevel-
opment plan under clause (), the Secretary of
Housing and Urban shall notify the
Secretary of Defense and the redevelopment
authority concemed of the determination of the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development
under that clause.

(v) If the Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment determines as a result of such 2 review
that a redevelopment plan does not meet the
requirements set forth in clause (i), 2 notice under
clause (iv) shall include—

() an explanation of that determination; and

QD a statement of the actions that the rede-
velopment authority must undertzke in order t©
address that determination.

(D(I)Uponxeoaptofameundermbpm

graph (H)Gv) of a d on that a
mplandoesnotmeetanqummsetfonh
in subparagraph (HXD, 2 redevelopment authority
shall have the opportunity to—

(I)revisethephninoudermaddtsst.he

(ﬂ)s\nbmtdnrevxsedplanwv.heSeaemy
of Housing and Urban Develepment.

(i) A redevelopment authority shall submit a
revised plan under this subparagraph to the Secre-
tary of Housing and Urban Development, if at all,
not later than 90 days after the date on which the
redevelopment authority receives the notice
referred to in dause()).

(XD Not later than 30 days after receiving a
revised redevelopment plan under subparagraph
D), the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
if the plan meets the requirements set forth in
subpasagraph (H)D.

(ii) The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment shall notify the Secretary of Defense and
the redevelopment authority concerned of the
determination of the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development under this subparagraph.

Ky Upon receipt of a notice under subpara-
gﬂph(l'D(vx)or(D(li)ofmedemmmnonofme
Secretary of Housing and Urban
amdcvebpmuuphnforanhmlhnmm:he

212

requirements set forth in subparagraph (HX1),
the Secretary of Defense shall dispose of the

buildings and property located at the installation
that are identified in the plan as available for use
to assist the homeless in accordance with the pro-
visions of the plan. The Secretary of Defense may
dispose of such buildings or property directly to
ﬂnmuqndmofﬂth:d&mnedot
to the redevelopment a concemed. The
Secretary of Defense shall dispose of the buildings
and property under this subparagraph without

(LXD) I the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development determines under subparagraph ()
that a revised redevelopment plan for an installa-
tion does not meet the i set forth in
subparagraph (H)X®, or if no revised plan is so
submitted, that Secretary shall—

() review the original redevelopment plan
wbmedtotlmSeauzrymdersubpangmph
{G), including the notice or notices of repre-
sentatives of the homeless referred to in clause
G of that subparagraph;

QD) consult with the representatives referred
10 in subclause()), if any, for purposes of evalu-
ating the continuing interest of such representa-
tives in the use of buildings or property at the
instaliation 10 assist the homeless;

() request that each such representative
submit to that Secretary the items described in
clause (if); and

(IV) based on the actions of that Secretary
under subclauses (I) and (), and on any infor-
mation obtained by that Secretary as a result of
_such actions, indicate 10 the Secretary of
Defense the buildings and property at the
installation that meet the requirements set forth
in subparagraph (H)G).
(n)‘lheSecraawomemg’ and Urban Devel-
opment may request under clause (XD that a
representative of the homeless submit to that
s the follow

(D A description of the program of such
representative to assist the homeless.

(D A description of the manner in which
the buildings property that the
mvepmpoautousefors:drpurpusewdl
assist the homeless.

(D Such information as that Secretary requires
in order to determine the financial capacity of

F-14
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the representative to carry out the program and

10 ensure that the program will be camied ot

in compliance with Federal environmental law

(V) A cenification that police services, fire

ion services, and water and sewer ser-

vices available in the communities in the vicin-

ity of the installastion concerned are adequate
for the program.

(i) The Secretary of Housing and Usban Devel-

clause (iXIV) to be disposed of not later.than 90
days after the dawe of a receipt of 2 revised plan
for we installation under subparagraph (J).

(IV)‘ﬂIeSemydDdunednlaposeofthe
referred

{IV). Such disposal shall be without consideration.
(m(l)lnlheevmdlhecimo-ldbuﬂdhgs

provided for under this paragraph with respect to
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development,
in consultation with the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development.

(O) For purp of this | term
“mmmunmsmdlevm!yoﬁheumlhuon in
the case of an installation, means the communities
that constitute the political jurisdictions (other
than the State in which the installation is located)
dmcomprisemendevdopmemamhoﬁryforme
installati

- (BXA) Subject 10 subpmgnph ©, thefSecf'e-dle

(B) The Secretary may exercise the authority
provided under this paragraph without regard to
the provisions of chapter 146 of tile 10, United
Suates Code.

(D) The Secretary shall include in 2 contract for
services entered into with 2 local government un-
dm‘mspanmphachuse&mmqnmthew

of professionals 1o fumnish the services to the
extert that professionals are available in the area
under the jusisdiction of such government.
~ (©) Areucamury or NaTiOMAL EavimowMmetaL
Poucy Acr or 1969—(1) The of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
US.C. 4321 et seq.) shall not apply to the actions
of the Presiders, the Commission, and, except as
provided in pnnsnph (2) the Depanment of
Defense in carrying out this

(ZXA)TkpmvuomofdernlEnvxrm

H;
§
i
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(i} the need for transferring functions to any
military instaliation which has been selected as
the receiving instaliation; or

(i) military installati " e to d

or selected.
(3) A civil action for judicial review, with respect
to any requirement of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1960 to the extent such Act is appli-
cable under paragraph (2), of any act or failure 10
act by the Depastment of Defense during the clos-
: or .

ing,

to in clauses (D and (if) of paragraph (2XA), may
not be brought more than 60 days after the date
of such act or failure to act.

(&) Wavm.—The Secretary of Defense may
close or realign military installations under this
part without regard to—

(1) any provision of law restricting the use
of funds for closing o realigning mi instal
lsti .ld’w’m*m'wm‘. militar or’ t
rization Act; and

(2) sections 2662 and 2687 of title 10, United
States Code.

(&) Taanwmr Avmacssyy s Coremcrsor Wirn Par-
wnvr or Evvmoressvial Rmapunon Cosrs—(1XA)
Subject to paragraph (2) of this subsection and
section 120(h) of the Comprehensive Eavironmen-
tal Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (42 US.C. 9620(h)), the Secretaty may enter
ety or facilities referred to in subparagraph (B)

with any person who agrees o perform all envi-
rohmental restoration, waste management, and

(B) The real property and facilities refemred to
in subparagraph (A) are the real property and
facilities Jocated at an instailation closed or to be

ment authorized by subparagraph (A) as the Sec-
retary conmsiders appropriate to protect the
intevests United States.

sive Environmental , Compensation,
Lisbidity Act of 1980 (42 US.C. 9601 et seq.) or the
Solid Waste Dispoasl Act (42 USC. 6501 & seq.).

(5) Section 330 of the National Defense Authori-
zation Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102-484;
10 US.C. 2687 note) shall not apply 10 any trans-
fer under this subsection o or entities
described in subsection (2)(2) of suth section 330.

(6) The Secretary may not enter into an agree-
ment to transfer propernty or facilities under this
subsection after the expisation of the five-year
ing on the date of the enactmment of
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1994,

1
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SEC. 2906. ACCOUNT

(t)laG-n.—(l)Mslmd)ymbund
on the books of the Treasury an account to be
known as the *“Department of Defense Base Clo-
sure Account 1990" which shall be administered

by the Secretary as a single account.
(2) There shall be deposised into the Account—
(A) funds authorized for and appropriated to
the Account;
(B)myﬁmtlhldleSeaemymy,subpa

Amendments and Base Closure 2nd Reali
Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 US.C. 2687 note).

(b) Um or Poowe~<(1) The Secretary may use

shall transmit 2 report to the congressional defense
committees of the amount and nature of the depos-
its into, and the expenditures from, the Account
during such fiscal year and of the amount and
nature of other expenditures made pursuant to
section 2905(a) during such fiscal year.

(B) The repont for a fiscal year shall include the

() The obligations from
the Account during the fiscal year, identified by
_ subaccount, for each military and
Defense Agency.

(i) The fiscal year in which a fations

enm,lfmy,towhid!aq)mdimrsfotmm-

() any filure to carry out military construc-

tion projects that were 30 proposed; and
() any expenditures for military con-
struction projects that were not 50 proposed.
(2) Unobligated funds which remain in the
Account afier the termination of the authority of
the Secretary to camry out a closure or realignment
under this part shall be held in the Account until
mnﬁqnedbyhyafnuﬂrcmwognldefese

panagraph (3)

E
|
E- v
!

commiiees 2 report containing an acoounting of—

(A) all the funds deposited into and expen-

ded from the Account or otherwise expended
(B} any amount remaining in the Account.
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(d) Dr or Tk ok C Stomzs
AND PrOPRRTY Wit NONAMROPRIATED
Funps.—(1) If any real property or facility
2cquired, , or improved (in whole or
in part) with commissary store funds or
nonappropriated funds is or di
of in connection with the closure or realignment
of 2 military installation under this part, a porion
of the proceeds of the transfer or other disposal of
property on that installation shall be deposited in
the reserve account established under section
204(bX4XC) of the Defense Authorization Amend-
ments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (10
U.S.C. 2687 note).

(2) The amount so deposited shall be equal
the depreciated value of the invesiment made
with such funds in the acquisition, construction,
or improvement of that particular real property or

(3) The Secretary may use amounts in the
account (in such an aggregate amount as is provi-
ded in advance in appropsiation Acts) for the pur-

pose of acquiring, constructing, and improving—
(A) commissary stores; and

(B) real propenty and facilities for non-
instrumentalities.

appropriated fund
(4) As used in this subsection:

selling prices at commissary
stores fixed under section 2685 of title 10,
United States Code.

(B) The term “nonappropriated funds”
means received from a nonappropriated

216

may not be used for purposes described in section

2905(aX(1XC). The prohibition in this subsection

shall expire upon the termination of the authority

of the Secretary to carry out 2 closure or realign-
ment under this part,

are to be transferred as a resuk of such closures
and realignments, together with the Secretary’s
assesspent of the environmental effects of such
transfers.

SEC. 2908. CONGKESSIONAL CONSIDERATION
OF COMMISSION REPORT

() Tames or Tz Rmouwmon.—For purposes of
section 2904(b), the term “joint resolution” means
onlyzmm_ud\mnwhchnsmoducedwuhm

(1) which does not have a preambie;

(2) the maner after the resolving clause of
which is as follows: “That Congress disap-
proves the recommendations of the Defense
Base Closure and Commission as
submitted by the President on ___", the blank
:!p:icebemgﬂlledmmm:ppmpmnedaw

(3) the tile of which is as follows: “Joint
of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission.”. .
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(b) Rermzar—A resolution described in sub-
semon(a)thalsmnducedmmeﬂmof

inroduced in the Senate shall be refemed to the
Committee on Armed Sesvices of the Senate.

(c)m—lf'dnmwwhsdla

thezppropmmdmmm

(d) Corssoesane—(1) On or after the third
day after the date on which the comittee to
whmhssd\amohmsdumdhs

(2) Debate on the resolution, and on all debat-
able motions and appeals in connection therewith,

(3) Immediately following the conclusion of the
debnemuuolunmdeaai:edmwbsemon(a)

4 Appeals from the decisions of the Chair
relating to the application of the rules of the Sen-
ate or the House of Representatives, as the case
may be, to the procedure relating to a resolution
described in subsection (a) shall be decided with-
out debate.

(€) Conmomnanos 3 Onmm Hovm.—(1) If, before
the passage by one House of 2 resolution of that

House described in subsection (2), that House re-
ceives from the other House 2 resolution des-
cribed in subsection (a), then the following
procedures shall apply:

(A) The resolution of the other House shall
not be referred to a committee and may not be
considered in the House receiving it except in
the case of final passage as provided in sub-
paragraph (B)GD.

~ (B) With respect to a resolution described
in subsection (2) of the House receiving the
resolution—

(i) the procedure in that House shall be the

same as if no resolution had been received
from the other House; but

(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on
the resolution of the other House.

(2) Upon disposition of the resolution received
from the other House, it shall no longer be in
order to consider the resolution that originated in
the receiving House.

() Bxues or e Sanave avo House.—This section
is enacted by Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Semate and House of Representatives,

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1990
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respectively, and as such it is deemed a part of
the rules of each House, respectively, but
applicable only with respect to the procedure
to be followed in that House in the case of a
resolution described in subsection (a), and it
supersedes other rules only to the extent that it
its inconsistent with such rules; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional
right of either House to change the rules (so far
as relating to the procedure of that House) at
any time, in the same manner, and to the same
extent as in the case of any other rule of that
House.

SEC. 2909. RESTRICTION ON OTHER
BASE CLOSURE AUTHORITY

(=) In GoemaL.—Except as provided in subsec-
tion (c), during the period beginning on the date
of the enactment of this Act and ending on Decem-
ber 31, 1995, this part shall be the exclusive author-
nyforselecdngfordomeormhgmmt,mfor
carrying out any closure or realignment of, a mili-
tary installation inside the United States.

(b) Resrmcion.—Except 25 provided in subsec-
tion (), none of the funds available 1o the Depart-
mntofndememybeused.qherthanunder
this part, during the period specified in subsection
(@)~

(1) to identify, through any transmittal to the

Congress or through any other public an-

nouncement of notification, any military instal-

lation inside the United States as an installation

to be closed or realigned or as an installation

under consideration for closure or realignment; or
(2 to carry out any closure or

of a military installation inside the United

States.

(c) Excernon.—Nothing in this part affects the
authority of the Secretary to carry out—
(1) closures and realignments under title II
of Public Law 100-526; and

(2) closures and realignments to which sec-
tion 2687 of title 10, United States Code, is not
applicable, including closures and realignments
carried out for reasons of national security or a
nnhmyemgencyrdemdtommhsecnon(c)
of such section.
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SEC. 2910. DEFINITIONS
As used in this part:

(1) The term “Account” means the Depart-
ment of Defense Base Closure Account 1990
established by section 2906(aX1).

(2) The term “congressional defense commit-
tees” means the Committees on Armed Services
and the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and of the House of Representatives.

(3 The term “Commission” means the Com-
mission established by section 2902,
(4)1hetetm mﬂurymlhnon means a

or other projects not under the primary jurisdic-
tion or control of the Depanment of Defense.

(5) The term “realignment” includes any action
which both reduces and relocates functions and
civilian positions but does not include
a reduction in force resulting from workload
adjustments, reduced personnel or funding lev-
els, or skill imbalances.

(6) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary
of Defense.

(7) The term “United States® means the 50
States, the District of Columbia, the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, and any other common-

_ wealth, temitory, or possession of the United
States,

(8) The term “date of approval”, with respect
to a closure or realignment of an installation,
means the date on which the authority of Con-
gress to disapprove a recommendation of clo-
sure or realignment, as the case may be, of
such installation under this past expires.

(9) The term “redevelopment authority”, in
the case of an installation to be closed under
this part, means any entity (including an entity
established by a State or local government) rec-
ognized by the Secretary of Defense as the entity
responsible for developing the redevelopment
plan with respect to the installation or for direct-
ing the implementation of such plan.
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(10) The term “redevelopment plan” in the
case of an instaliation to be closed under this
part, means a plan that—

(A) is agreed to by the local redevelop-
ment authority with respect to the installa-
tion; and

(B) provides for the reuse or redevelop-
ment of the real property and personal prop-
erty of the installation that is available for
such reuse and redevelopment as a result of
the closure of the installation.

(10) The term “representative of the home-
less” has the meaning given such term in section
501¢hX4) of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless
Assistance Act (42 US.C. 11411(hX4).

SEC. 2911. CLARIFYING AMENDMENT

Section 2687(eX(1) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended—
(1) by inserting ‘homepo:t facility for any
ship,” after “center,”; and
(2) by striking out “under the jurisdiction of
dw.&aemydammdepampegr‘:{ldm-

the Department of Defense, including any
leased facility,”.

to Defense Base Closures and

Realignments
SEC. 2921. CLOSURE OF FOREIGN MILITARY
INSTALLATIONS

(a) Sensz or Concamss.— It is the sense of the
Congress that—

(1) the termination of military operations by
umUnuedSutesatmilmtymlhnonsmide
the United States should be accomplished at
the discretion of the Secretary of Defense at the
earliest opportunity;

(2) in providing for such termination, the
Secretary of Defense should take steps to ensure
that the United States receives, through direct
payment or otherwise, consideration equal to
the fair market value of the improvements
made by the United States at facilities that will
be released to host countries;

(3) the Secretary of Defense, acting through

the commands or the sub-
commands to the combatant commands,
should be the lead official in negotiations

(4) the determination of the fair market
value of such improvements released to host
countries in whole or in part by the United
States should be handled on a facility-by-facility
basis.

~ (b) Rasouar Vaue.—(1) For each instaliation
outside the United States at which military opera-
tions were being carmied out by the United States
on October 1, 1990, the Secretary of Defense shall
transmit, by no later than June 1, 1991, an estimate
of the fair market value, as of January 1, 1991, an
estimate of the improvements made by the United
States ar facilities at each such insuallation.

(2) For purposes of this section:

(A) The term “fair market value of the im-

" means the value of improvements

determined by the Secretary on the basis of
their highest use.

(B) The term “improvements” includes new
construction of facilities and all additions, im-
provements, modifications, or renovations
nndewmngﬁdlﬁsorwlulpmpeny,

(c) Estasusmant or SrsaaL Account.—(1)
There is established on the books of the Treasury
a special account to be known as the “Department
of Defense Overseas Military Facility Investment
Recovery Account”. Except as provided in subsec-
ﬁon(d),mnspddwd\eumedsum,pum-
ant to any treaty, status of foroes
othernmmnomlaymmwhd:meUmed
States is 2 party, for the residual value of real
property or improvements to real property used
by civilian or military personne! of the Department
of Defense shall be deposited into such account.

(2) Money deposited in the Department of
Defense Overseas Military Facility Investment Recov-
eryAnooumslullbeavaihblctod:eSemryof

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACT OF 1990



(A) facility maintenance and repair and envi-
ronmental restoration at military installations in
the United States; and

(B) facility maintenance and repair and com-
pliance with applicable environmental laws at
military installations outside the United States
that the Secretary anticipates will be occupied

by the Armed Forces for a long period.

(3) Funds in the Department of Defense Over-
seas Facility Investment Account shall remazin
available until expended.

(d) Asounts CommasronpiNG TO THE VALUE OF
Prorxxry Purcmaszp Witn NonaprroPRIATED
Fums.—(1) In the case of a payment referred to
in subsection (cX1) for the residual vaiue of real
property or impt s at an military
facilnyﬂ:epommofthepaymmtlmnsequalto

the depreciated value of the investment made
widlmmppmpruedf\mdssinllbedeposuedm
the reserve account established under
204(b)(4)(C)ofdxeDdemeAud\oriunonAmxd-
ments and Base Closure and Realignment Act. The
Secretary may use amounts in the account (in
such an aggregate amount as is provided in
zdvancebyappropmnonm)forthepmposeof

(2) As used in this subsection:

(A) The term “nonappropriated funds”
means funds received from—

() the adjustment of, or surcharge on,
selling prices at commissary stores fixed
under section 2685 of title 10, United States
Code; or

(if) a nonappropriated fund instrumentality.
(B) The term “nomappropriated fund instru-

mentality” means an instrumentality of th
United States under the jurisdiction
Armmed Forces (including the Army
Force Exchange Service, theNavyleeand
Services Support Office, and the Marine Corps
exchanges) which is conducted for the comfort,
pleasure, contentment, or physical or mental
improvement of members of the Armed Forces:

(e) Nmcotmions rom Pumh-xm—(l)

29.
EF

in connection with the release to the host country

220

of improvements made by the United States at
military installations in the host country, theSecre-
tary shall submit to the appropriate
commitiees a written notice regarding the inten-
ded negotiations.

(2) The notice shall contain the following:

(A) A justification for entering into nego-
tiations for payments-in-kind with the host
country.

(B) The types of benefit options to be
pursued by the Secretary in the negotiations.

(C) A discussion of the adjustments that
are intended to be made in the future-years
defense or in the of the

of Defense for the fiscal year in
which the notice is submitted or the follow-
ing fiscal year in order to reflect costs that it
may no longer be necessary for the United
States to incur as a result of the payments-
in-kind to be sought in the negotiations.
(3) For the purposes of this subsection, the
appropriate i committees are
(A) the Committec on Armed Services, the

tions of the House of Representatives; and
(B)tthommmeeonAxmedServxces,me

(f) Rxronrt on StaATUs AND Use orF SerciaL
Accou.— Not later than January 15 of each year,
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the con-
gmuonaldefenseoomuineuampononmeop-
erations of the Department of Defense Overseas
thlmyl’adnylnvemmmymmdm

ing the preceding fiscal year and propased uses of
f\mdsmrhespecnlmmdwingrbenmﬁsml
year. The report shall include the following:

(1) The amount of each deposit in the

(2) The balance in the account at the end of
that fiscal year.

(3) The amounts expended from the account
by each military department during that fiscal
year.
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(4) With respect to

each military i
for which money was deposited in the account
as a result of the relesse of real propetty or
improvements of the installation to a host
country during that fiscal year—
(A) the total amount of the investment
of the United States in the instaliation,
expressed in terms of constant dollars of that

(C) the explanation of the Secretary for
any difference between the benefits received
by the United States for the real propesty
and improvements and the depreciated
value (as so determined) of that real prop-
eny and improvements.

(5) A list identifying all millflty installations
mmdetbcumdsmfotwhnchd':us:oe-
- the

(6) A description of the pucposes for which
the expenditures proposed under paragraph (5)
will be made and the need for such expendi-

pro and any applicable requirements for
environmental remediation or restoration at the
installation.
(2) Each year, the Secretary shall submit to the
on Armed Services of the Senate and
House of Representatives a report on €ach pro-
posed agreement of settiement that was not sub-
mitted by the Secretary to the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget in the previous
year under paragraph (1) because the value of the
improvements o be released pursuant to the pro-
posed agreement did not exceed $10,000,000.
(x) ComcansssoraL OvarsiGT OF PavaEnts-IN-
Kxo.—(1) Not less than 30 days before conclud-
ing an agreement for acceptance of military
construction or facility improvements as a pay-
ment-in-kind, the Secretary of Defense shall sub-
mit to Congress a notification on the
following:

(A) A description of the military construction
project or facility improvement project, as the
case may be.

(B) A cenification that the project is needed
by United States forces. »

(C) An explanation of how the project will
aid in the achievement of the mission of thase
forces.

(D) A centification that, if the project were to

of Defense,

(A) A description of each activity to be cov-
ered by the payment-in-kind.

(B) A certification that the costs to be cov-
ered by the payment-in-kind are included in
the budget of one or more of the military de-

or that it will otherwise be necessary
to provide for payment of such costs in a budget
of one or more of the military departments.

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REAUGNMENT ACT OF 1950
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(C)Acemfmmnﬂm,mdestthaym
in-kind is accepted or funds are appropriated
for b .
of the United States forces with respect to the
host nation concemed will be adversely af-
fected.

(2) Uszs or Facumms.—Section 281%(b) of the
National Defense Authorization Act, Fiscal Year
1989 (Public Law 100-456; 102 Swat. 2119; 10
U.S.C. 2391 note) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), bysmlnngout‘nnm-
mum security facilities for nonviolent prisoners’

and inserting in lieu thereof Fedemlconﬁne-
mnorcontcuomlfaahmmludmgsbock
incarceration facilities™;

(2) by striking out *and” zuheendofpam
graph (3);

(3) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (5); and

(4) by insenting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (4):

“(4) identify those facilities, or parts of facili-
ties, that could be effectively utilized or reno-
vated to meet the needs of States and local
jurisdictions for confinement or correctional
facilities; and”.

(b) Esacrive Date.—~The amendments made by
subsection (a) shall take effect with respect to the
first report required to be submitted under section
2819 the National Defense Authorization Act,
Fiscal Year 1969, after September 30, 1990.

SEC, 2923. FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
RESTORATION AT MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
SCHEDULED FOR CLOSURE INSIDE THE
UNITED STATES

() Avrmomzamon or Arrsorsunioms.—There
is hereby authorized to be appropriated to the
Department of Defense Base Closure Account for
fiscal year 1991, in sddition to any other funds
authorized to be appropriated to that account for
that fiscal year, the sum of $100,000,000. Amounts
appropriated to that account pursuant to the pre-
ceding sentence shall be available only for activi-
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ties for the purpose of environmental restoration
at installations closed or realigned under
tile II of Public Law 100-526, as authorized under
section 204(a)(3) of that title.

(b) Excumvz Soumcz or Forowes.—(1) Section
207 of Public Law 100-526 is amended by adding
at the end the following:

{See section 207, post at p. 1824]

(c) Tasx Fomcx Rerowt.~—(1) No later than 12
months after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Defense shail submit to Congress
2 report containing the findings and recommenda-
tons of the task force established under para-
graph (2) conceming—

(A) ways to improve interagency coordina-
wuwdmm:gkm,mgxhuons,arﬂzdmm-
istrative policies, of environmental response
actions at military installations (or portions of
installations) that are being closed, or are
scheduled to be closed, pursuant to title II of
the Defense Authorization Amendments and
Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law
100-526); and

(B) ways to consolidate and streamline,

within existing laws and regulations, the prac-
tices, policies, and administrative procedures of
relevant Federal and State agencies with respect
to such environmental response actions so as
to enable those actions to be camried out more

(2) There is hereby established an environmen-
tal response task force to make the findings
and recommendations, and to prepare the report,
required by paragraph (1). The task force shall
consist of the following (or their designees):

(A) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be
chaimman of the task force.

(B) The Arnomey General.

(C) The Administrator of the General Ser-
vices Administration.

(D) The Administrator of the Eavironmental
Protection Agerxy.

(E) The Chief of Engineers, Department of
the Army.

(F) A represemative of 2 State environmental

protection agency, appointed by the head of
the National Governors Association.
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(G)AmptesemnveofasmeAnomey

quesﬁngmedoaneormhmeuofmchml-

SEC. 2925. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE

CLOSURE COMMISSION
@)thk-uhw—(l)wm
the recommendations of the Commission on Base

House of as described in section
Z)KaXl)ofPubthxwmo-Sﬁ

G)Mahmshﬂukeeﬁeaasofﬂn
date on which the report referred to in subsection
(a) was transmitted to such Committees.

esuablish 2 model o the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of the base closure envi-
ronmental restoration program.

(c) Arrucasmrry.—This section shall apply to
environmental restoration activities at installations
selected by the Secretary
sions of subsection (dX1).

(d) Paocasx Reqummants.—In carrying out the
model program, the Secretary of Defense shall:

(1) Designate for the model program two instal-
lations under his jurisdiction that have been desig-

nated for closure pursuant to the Defense
and Base Closure and

pursuant to the provi-




(42 US.C. 9601)) at the installations desi

thorizations or of the response action
by appropriste Federal, State, or local agencies,
whichever is later.

Comprehensive Eavironmental Response, Com-
WMWMOEIMGZUS.C.
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(b) Arrucasanyy o Bxprmec Law.—Nothing in
this section affects or modifies, in any way, the
obligations or Hability of any person under other
Pederal or State law, including common law, with
respect w the disposal or release of hazardous
substances or pollutants or contaminants as defined
under section 101 of the Comprehensive Environ-
of 1960 (42 US.C. 9601).
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APPENDIX G
FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN

This appenlix is taken verbatim from the
- Department of Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Report, March 1995.

BACKGROUND

Public Law 101-510 requires the Secretary of
Defense to submit to the Congress and the Com-
mission a force structure plan for fiscal years
1995 through 2001. The force structure plan which
follows incorporates an assessment by the Secre-
tary of the probable threats to the national secu-
rity during the fiscal year 1995 through 2001
period, and takes into account the anticipated lev-
els of funding for this period. The plan comprises
three sections:

* The military threat assessment,

¢ The need for overseas basing, and

« The force structure, including the

implementation plan.

The force structure plan is classified SECRET. What
follows is the UNCLASSIFIED version of the plan.

SECTION I
MILITARY THREAT ASSESSMENT

The vital interests of the United Stases will be threat-
ened by regional crises between historic antag-
onists, such as North and South Korea, India and
Pakistan, and the Middle East/Persian Gulf states.
Also the collapse of political order as a result of
ethnic enmities in areas such as Somalia and the
~ former Yugostavia will prompt international efforts
10 contain violence, halt the loss of life and the
destruction of propesty, and re-establish civil society.
The future world military sitation will be charac-
tesized by regional actors with modern destructive
weaponry, including chemical and biological
wapons modern ballistic missiles, and, in some

cases, nuclear weapons. The acceleration of reg-
mlankwmdby&ummdalwcandnm
alistic aspirations will increase the pressure on the
United States to contribute military forces to inter-

national peacckeeping/cnforcement and humanitar-
ian relief efforts.

The United States faces three types of conflict in the
coming years: deliberate attacks on U.S. allies or
vital interests; the escalation of regional conflics
that eventually threaten US. allies or vital inter-
ests; and conflicis that do pot dirccly thremen
vital interests, but whose costs in the lives of inno-
cents demand an international response in which
the United States will play a feading role.

ACROSS THE ATIANTIC

The Balkans and pants of the former Soviet Union
will be a source of major crises in the coming
years as political-ethnic-religious antagonisms
weaken fragile post-Cold War institutions, These
COuntries mity resoft (0 arms (o protect narrow
political-ethnic interests or maximize their power
vis-3-vis their rivals. The presence of vast stores
of conventional weapons and ammunition greatly
increases the potential for these Jocal conflicts to
spread. Atempts by former Soviet republics to
transform into democratic states with market
cconomies and stable national bourkisies may
prove too difficull or too costly, and coukl result
in a reassertion of authoritarianism, economic col-
lapse, and civil war,

In the Middle East, competition for political influ-
ence and natural resources (i.e., water and oil),
along with weak economies, Islamic fundamen-
talism, and demographic pressures will contribute
to deteriorating living standards and encourage
sacial unrest.

ﬂwmiorduwofniliuryagmionormbvet—
sion in the Persian Gulf region may well emanate
from Iran. Iran will find its principal keverage in
subversion, , and in threats and mili-
t:rypoaurhgbelowmelhmholdﬂmwould
precipitate U.S. intervention.

Iraq will continue to be 2 major concem for the reg-
jon and the world. By the wim of the century, Iriq
could pose a renewed regional threat depending




on what sanctions remain in place and what success
Iraq has in circumventing them. Iraq continues to
constinite 2 residual threat w some Gulf states,
particularly Kuwait.

ACROSS THE PACIFIC

polmnozdaptblheendofme(‘dqu the
collapse of the Soviet empire, the breakup of the
former Soviet Union, and the lessons of the Per-
sian Gulf War. Political and economic pressures
upon Communist or authoritarian regimes may
Iadtommmﬂlymdvnlm

Qur most active regional security concern in Asia
remains the military threat by North Korea
10 our treaty ally, the Republic of Korea. Our con-
cems are intensified by North Korea's efforts to
develop weapons of mass destruction and the asso-
ciated delivery systems.

China’s military modemization efforts of the last two
. decndeswillpmdmeamlerhnmeupuble
with modem combet airceaft, including the
Su-27 FLANKER. By the end of the decade Chinma
will also have improved strategic nuciear forces.
Japan's najor security concems will focus primarily
on the potential emergence of 2 reunified Korea
amed with nuclear weapons, on the expanding
Chinese naval threat, and on the possibility of 2
nationalistic Russia.

In South Asia, the principal threat to US. secur-
uywﬂlmmdnepauthlcfxenewedcuﬂn
between Inciia and Pakdstan. The conventional capa:

bﬂmesofbahcumispmbd:lyvmbeeoded

by severe budget pressures, internal security obli-
gations, and the loss of Superpower benefactors.
THE REST OF THE WORLD

This broad characterization covers regions not
addressed above and is not intended 1o either
diminish or denigrase the importance of U.S. inter-
ests, friends, and allies in areas beyond Europe
and the Pacific.

demmdsau.s response, probably in concert
with the United Nations.

JUSTIFICATION FOR OVERSEAS BASING

Although we have reduced overseas presence
forces, we nevertheless will continue to empha-
size the fundamental role of mobile, combat-ready

forces in detetring aggression by demonstrating
our commitment to democratic allies and friends,

Overd:eleSOyuls,:heday-uo-dayptuemeof
US. forces in regions of importance
to U.S. national interests has been key to averting
crises and preventing war. Our forces throughout
dxewwldchowaxmlendaedhhty
to our alliances, enhance regional stability, and
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reduced, the credibility of our capa-
h:luyaMnmmrspmdtomyuisxswﬂlm
dnue to depend on judicious overseas presence.
Overseas presence is also vital to the maintenance
of the collective defense system by which the U.S.
works with its friends and allies to protect our
mucuzl security interests while reducing the bur-
dens of defense spending and unnecessary arms

EUROPE, MIDDLE EAST, SOUTHWEST ASIA

U.S. interests in Europe, the Mediterranean, the
Middie East, Africa, and Southwest Asia, require
continuing commitment. We must maintain forces,
forward stationed and rotational, with the capa-
bility for rapid reinforcement from within the
Atlantic region and from the United States when
needed. .

The end of the Cold War significantty reduced the
requirement to station U.S. forces in Europe. Yet,
the security of the United States and of Europe
remain linked, and continued support of the
evolvmgAﬂamicAllhmeismml.Ourloog—mn
stake in European security and stability, as well
as enduring economic, cultural, and geopolitical
interests require a continued commitment of U.S.
military strength.

Our overseas presence forces in Europe must be
sized, designed, and postured to preserve US.
influence and leadership in the Atlantic Alliance
and in the future security framework on the con-
tinent. The remaining force .is 2 direct response
wmeuncmmandmbditydmmnsm

ture, supported by a European and regional
enroute strategic airdift infrastructure, greaty
enhanced our recent crisis-response force build-
up. Qur future commitment will include rotational
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deployments of baualion-sized maneuver forces,

land-based tactical aviation units, and five surface

combatants, reinforced by pre-positioned ;g
bilaf

planning,
»nerBﬁdeGmps(CVBGs)AmphibnuRady

Groups (ARGS), and Marine Expeditionary Units
(Special Operations Capable) (MEUs(SOC)), visits
by senior officials, and security assistance.

PACIFIC FORCES

US. interests in the Pacific, including Southeast
Asia and the Indian Ocean, also require a continu-
ing commitment. As Asia continues its economic

A strong U.S. naval and land-based presence is
designed to bustress our interests in the region. A
carrier and amphibious force, including 1(+)
CVBG and one Marine Expeditionary Force with
one MEU(SOC) will be forward-based in this
region. One Amny division, less one brigade, with
supporting Combat Support (CS)/Combat Service
Support (CSS) elements, and one Air Force Fighter
Wing Equivalent (FWE) in South Korea and 1(+)
FWE in Japan are forward-based in this region. In
addition, presence in both Alaska and Hawaii will
be maintained,

ELSEWHERE IN THE WORLD

presence through combined planning exercises,

FORCE STRUCTURE PLAN
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pre-positioning and service agreements, combined SECTION I
warfighting doctrine, and interoperability could

THE FORCE STRUCTURE AND

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

spell the difference between success and failure in
defending important regional inserests.

CONTINGENCY FORCES
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APPENDIX H
FINAL SELECTION CRITERIA

MILITARY VALUE
(Given overall priority consideration)

1.The current and future mission requirements
and the impact on operational readiness of
the Department of Defense’s toial force.

2.The availability and condition of land,
facilities, and associated airspace at both the
existing and potential receiving locations.

3. The ability to accommadate contingency,
mobilization, and fiture 10tal foree roquire-
ments at both the existing and potential
receiving locations.

4.The cost and manpower implications.

RETURN ON INVESTMENT
5.The extent and timing of potential costs
and savings, including the number of years,
beginning with the date of completion of
the closure or realignment, for the savings
10 exceed the costs.

IMPACTS
6. The economic impact on communities,
7.The ability of both the existing and potential
receiving communities’ infrastructure to
support forces, missions, and personnel.
8.The environmental impact.
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APPENDIX I
"SECRETARY OF DEFENSE’S BASE
" CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT

RECOMMENDATIONS

1995 DoD Recommendations

Part I: Major Base Closures
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Fort McCledian, AL

Fon Chaffee, AR
Fizsimons Ammy Medical Center, CO
Price Support Center, IL

Savanna Army Depot Activity, IL
Fort Ritchie, MD
Selfridge Ay Garison, M1
Bayonne Milicary Ocean Terminal, N)
Seneca Anmy Depot, NY

Fort Indiantown Gap, PA

Red River Army Depot, TX

Fort Pickett, VA

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Naval Air Facility, Adak, AK

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, CA

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Indianapotis, IN

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division
Detachment, Louisville, KY

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahigren Division
Detachment, White Oak, MD

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA

Navat Ais Station, Meridian, MS

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Lakehurst, NJ

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
‘Warminster, PA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

North Highlands Air Guard Station, CA

Ontario Intemational Alsport Air Guard Station, CA
Rome Laboratory, Rome, NY

Roslyn Air Guard Station, NY
i MAP, Air Guard Station, OH
Greater Pisburgh [AP Air Reserve Station, PA

Reese Air Force Base, TX

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Naval Air Station, Key West, FL

Naval Activities, GU

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, TX

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, WA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

McClelian Air Force Base, CA
Eglin Air Force Base, FL
Rubins Air Force Base, GA




Sudbury Training Annex, MA
Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), MO
Fort Missoula, MT

Recreation Center #2, Fayetteville, NC

Information Systems Software Center (ISSC), VA

Camp Bonneville, WA

Valley Grove Area Maintenance Support Activity
(AMSA), WV

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance
Center, In-Service Engineering West Coast

. Division, San Diego, CA

Naval Health Research Center, San Diego, CA

Naval Undersea Warfare Center-Newport Division,
New London Detachment, New London, CT

Naval Research Laboratory, Underwater Sound
Reference Detachment, Orlando, FL

Fieet and Industrial Supply Center, GU

Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans, LA
Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, MD
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division
Detachment, MD
Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian, MS
Naval Aviation Engineering Support Unit,
PA

Naval Air Technical Segvices Facility,
Philadelphia, PA

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,

_ Open Water Test Facility, Oreland, PA

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance
Center, RDT&E Division Detachment,
Warminster, PA

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Chasdeston, SC

Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance
Center, In-Service Engineering East Coast
Detachment, Norfolk, VA

Naval Information Systems Management Center,
Arlington, VA

Naval Management Systems Support Office,
Chesapeake, VA

NAVY/MARINE RESERVE ACTIVITIES

Naval Reserve Centers at:
Huntsville, AL
Stockton, CA
Santa Ana, Irvine, CA
Pomona, CA
Cadillac, MI
Staten Island, NY
Laredo, TX

- Sheboygan, W1

Naval Air Reserve Center at:
Olathe, KS

Naval Reserve Readiness Commands at:
New Orleans, LA (Region 10)
Charleston, SC (Region 7)

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Moffert Federal Airfield AGS, CA

Real-Time Digitally Controlled Amalyzer Processor
Activity, Buffalo, NY

Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator
Activity, Fort Worth, TX

I-2
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Defense Contract Management District South, Williams Air Force Base, AZ

Mariett2, GA Lowry Air Force Base, CO

Defense Contract Management Command Homestead Air Foroe Base, FL

International, Dayton, OH (3015t Rescue Squadron)

Defense Distribution Depot Columbus, OH Homestesd Air Foroe Base, FL

Defense Distribution Depor Leserkenny, PA (726th Air Control Sqaadron)

Defense Industrial Supply Center Philadeiphia, PA MacDill Air Force Base, FL

Defense Distribution Depot Red River, TX Griffiss Air Force Base, NY (Airfield Suppost
for 10th Infantry [Light] Division) :

Investigations Control and Ausomation Directorat, (485¢h Engineering Instalation Group)

Fort Holabird, MD DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Part IV: Changes to Previously Approved Defense Comtract Management District West,

BRAC Recommendations El Segundo, CA

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Amny Bio-Medical Research Laboratory,

Font Detrick, MD

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Marine Corps Air Seation, ¥ Toro, CA

Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, CA

Naval Air Station Alsmeds, CA

Naval Recruiting District, San Diego, CA

Naval Training Center, San Diego, CA

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, FL

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE'S BasE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
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1993 DoD Recommendations

Part I: Major Base Closures
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Fort McClellan, AL
Vint Hill Farms, VA

' DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Naval Stations Mobile, AL

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, CA

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, CA

Naval Air Station Alameda, CA

Naval Aviation Depox Alameda, CA

Naval Hospital Oakland, CA

Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco, CA

Naval Supply Center Oakland, CA

Naval Training Center San Diego, CA

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacols, FL

Naval Training Center Oriando, FL

Naval Air Station Barbers Point, Hi

Naval Air Station Glenview, IL

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center,
St. Inigoes, MD

Naval Air Station Meridian, MS

Naval Air Station South Weymouth, MA

Naval Station Staten Island, NY

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA

Chacleston Naval Shipyard, SC

Naval Station Charleston, SC

Naval Air Station Dallas, TX

Naval Aviation Depot Notfolk, VA

DEPAKTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Homestead Air Force Base, FL

K. Sawyer Air Force Base, Ml

Newark Air Force Base, OH

O’Hare Intemational Airport Air Force Reserve
Station, Chicago, IL

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, OH
Defense Personnel Support Center,
Philadelphia, PA

Part II: Major Base Realignments
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Fort Moamouth, NJ
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA

Tooele Army Depot, UT
Fon Belvoir, VA

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Naval Submarine Base, New London, CT

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren White
Oak Detachment, White Oak, MD

1st Marine Corps District, Garden City, NY

Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, RI

Naval Air Station Memphis, TN

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

March Air Force Base, CA
McGuire Air Force Base, NJ
Griffiss Air Force Base, NY

Part II: Smaller Base or Activity
Closures, Realignments,
Disestablisbments or Relocations

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

None

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory,
Port Hueneme, CA

Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
‘Western Engineering Field Division,
San Bruno, CA

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations
(Surface) Pacific, San Francisco, CA

Public Works Center San Francisco, CA

Naval Electronic Security Systems Engineering
Center, Washington, DC

Naval Hospital Orlando, FL

Naval Supply Center Pensacola, FL

14
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Demdman,\nmwﬁs,m)

Naval Air Warfare Cemmer, Aircraft Division,
Trenton, NJ

Department of Defense Family Housing Office,
Niagara Falls, NY

Naval Air Technical Services Facility,
Philadelphia, PA

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations
(Surface) Adantic (HQ), Philadelphia, PA

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center,
Charleston, SC

Naval Hospital Charleston, SC

Naval Supply Center Charleston, SC

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port Hueneme,
Virginia Beach Detachment, Virginia Beach, VA

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver, VA

Naval Undersea Wasfare Center, Nodfolk
Detachment, Nodfolk, VA

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alterations
(Susface) Adantic, Norfolk, VA

Planning, Estimating, Repair and Alerations (CV),
Bremerton, WA

NAVY NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION (NCR)
ACTIVITIES

Bureau of Navy Personnel, Adington, VA

VAmdFoodSyae-O&e,Aﬂ-m.VA)
Security Group Command, Security Group Station,
Washington, DC
Tactical Support Office, Arlington, VA

NAVY/MARINE RESERVE ACTIVITIES
Naval Reserve Centers at:
Gadsden, AL
Montgomery, AL
Ftyettevnlle AR

Pacific Grove, CA

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE'S BASE CLOSURE AND REAUGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS -5



Defense Contract Management District West,
El Segundo, CA
Defense Distribution Depot Letterkenny, PA
Defense Distribution Depot Oakland, CA
Defense Distribution Depot Pensacola, FL
Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, UT
Defense Logistics Agency Clothing Factory,
Philadelphia, PA .
Defense Logistics Services Center, Battle Creek, Mi
Battle Creek, MI

DoD Data Center Consolidation

ARMY DATA PROCESSING CENTERS
None

NAVY DATA PROCESSING CENTERS

Aviation Supply Office, Philadelphia, PA
Bureau of Naval Personnel, Washinszo_&pc
Enlisted Personnel Management Center,

Facilities Systems Office, Port Hueneme, CA

Fleet Industrial Support Center, San Diego, CA

Naval Air Station, Brunswick, ME

Naval Air Station, Key West, FL

Naval Air Station, Mayport, FL

Naval Air Station, Oceana, VA

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, WA

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Patuxent River, MD

Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division,
China Lake, CA

Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division,
Point Mugu, CA

Naval Command Control & Ocean Susveillance
Center, San Diego, CA

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area
Master Station, Atlantic, Norfolk, VA

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Area
Master Station, EASTPAC, Pearl Harbor, HI

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station,
San Diego, CA

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station,
New Orleans, LA

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station,
Pensacola, FL

235

Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station,
‘Washi DC

Navy Data Automation Fadility, Corpus Christi, TX

Navy Recruiting Command, Ardington, VA

Navy Regional Data Automation Center, San
Francisco, CA

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, SC

Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, VA

Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor, HI

Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound, WA

Trident Refit Facility, Bangor, WA

Trident Refit Facility, Kings Bay, GA

MARINE CORPS DATA PROCESSING CENTERS

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, CA

Regional Automated Services Center, Camp
Pendleton, CA

Regional Automated Services Center, Camp
Lejeune, NC

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, NC

AIR FORCE DATA PROCESSING CENTERS

Regional Processing Center, McClellan AFB, CA

Air Force Military Personnel Center, Randolph
AFB, TX

Computer Service Center, San Antonio, TX

7th Communications Group, Pentagon,
Arlington, VA

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
DATA PROCESSING CENTERS

Information Processing Center, Battle Creek, MI
Information Processing Center, Philadelphia, PA
Information Processing Center, Ogden, UT
Information Processing Center, Richmond, VA

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY
(DISA) DATA PROCESSING CENTERS

Defense Information Technology Service
Processing Center, IN_

Defense Information Technology Service
Organization, Kansas City Information
Processing Center, MO

Defense Information Technology Service
Organization, Columbus Annex Dayton, OH

16
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(6th Army relocates to NASA Ames, CA

vice Fort Carson, CO)
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA

(Systems Integration Management Activity—

Emmalamhmnymymm

vice Rock Istand, I)

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station
Treasure Istand, CA
(Retain no facilities, dispose/outiease
all property) -
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA
(Substitute Naval Air Station Misamar for Marine
Corps Alr Station 29 Paims s one receiver of
Marine Corps Air Sistion Tustin’s assets)
Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center,

Yorktown, VA

(Realign to Panama City, FL vice Dam Neck, VA)
Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility,

Albuquerque, NM

(Retain as a tenant of the Air Force)

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Castle Air Force Base, CA
(B-52 Combet Crew Training redirected from
Fairchild AFB 10 Barksdsle AFB and KC-135
Combat Crew Training from Pairchild AFB o
Alms AFB)

Mather Air Force Base, CA
(940th Air Refueling Group redirecied from
McClellan AFB to Beale AFB)

236

" MacDill Air Force Base, FL

(Airfield does not close. 482nd Fighter Wing
m-mmwmm

Memphis)
Rickenbaciker Air National Guard Base, OH
(Retain 1215t Air Refueling Wing and the
160th Air Refoeling Group in a cantonment
area at Rickenbacker ANGB instead of Wright-
Paserson AFB and operate as tenants of the
Rickesbacker Port Authority (RPA) on the

redisected from Dyess AFB to Hill AFB)

SECKETARY OF DEFENSE'S BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
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1991 DoD Recommendations

Recommended Closures

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN

Fort Chaffee, AR

Fort Devens, MA

Fort Dix, NJ

Fort McClellan, AL

Ford Ord, CA

Sacramento Army Depot, CA

Harry Diamond Lab
‘Woocdbridge Research Facility; VA

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Chase Field Naval Air Station, TX
Davisville Construction Battalion Center, RI
Hunters Point Annex, CA

Long Beach Naval Station, CA

Moffett Field Naval Air Station, CA

10 RDTAE, Engineering and Fleet

Support Activities
Sand Point (Puget Sound) Naval Station, WA
‘Tustin Marine Corps Air Station, CA
‘Whidbey Island Naval Air Station, WA.

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX
Carswell Air Force Base, TX
Casde Air Force Base, CA
Eaker Air Foroe Base, AR
England Air Force Base, 1A
Grissom Air Force Base, IN
Loring Air Force Base, ME
Lowry Air Force Base, CO
Moody Air Force Base, GA
Muyrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC
Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, OH
Williams Air Force Base, AZ
‘Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Ml

Letterkenny Army Depot, PA
Rock Island Arsenal, IL
White Sands Missile Range, NM
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
Naval Air Facility, Midway Istand
16 RDTAE Engineering and Fleet
s Activic
DEPARTMENT OF THE AR FORCE
MacDill Air Force Base, FL

18
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APPENDIX J

BASES ADDED By THE
CoMMISSION FOR FURTHER
CONSIDERATION

1995, 1993, & 1991

1995 Commission

36 Bases Added
9 Final Commission Recommendations

BASES ADDED FOR .
REALIGNMENT OR CLOSURE—32

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY (4)

Tobyhanna Army Depat, PA
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (8)

Engineering Field Activity West, San Bruno, CA

Fleet and Industrial Sepply Center,
Oskiand, CA (Close)

Naval Air Warfare Center, Point Mugu, CA

Naval Warfare Assessment Division, Coroma, CA

Supervisor of Shiphuikling, Coaversion, and
Repair, San Francisco, CA

Naval Air Station Atlanta, GA

Public Works Center, GU (Realign)

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, ME

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE (10)

Chicago O'Hare AP Air Reserve Station, IL
{Closc)

Minneapolis-St. Paul IAP Air Reserve Station, MN

Columbus Air Force Base, MS

Minot Air Force Base, ND

Niagara Falls JAP Air Resetve Station, NY

Bold face indicases 3 final Commission recommendation.

Youngsown-Warren MAP Air Reserve Station, OH
Vance Air Force Base, OK
Carswell Air Reserve Sation, TX
in Air Force Base, TX
General Mischell Air Reserve Station, Wi

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (6)
Deficmse Distribution Depot McClcllan, CA

(Discstablish)
Defense Distribution Depot Wasner-Robins, GA
Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City, OK
Defenae Disribution Depot Tobyhanna, PA
Defiemse Distribution Depot Saa Antoaio, TX

(Discstablish)
Defense Disribution Depot Hill, UT

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY (1)
Letterkennry Ay Depot, PA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AR FORCE (7)
Homessead Air Reserve Station, FL
Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND

Hill Air Force Base, UT
McClellan Alr Force Base, CA (Close)
Robins Air Foroe Base, GA

Tinker Air Force Base, OK

Kelly Air Force Basc, TX (Realign)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (32)
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA
Marine Coeps Logistics Base Barstow, CA

Naval Air Station Miramar, CA
Nav:lAvnanepotthlshnd,CA

Jacksonville, FL
Logistics Base Albany, GA
mumu—.w(aue)
Naval Hospital Great Lakes, IL
NavannimngG:umes L

Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center
Portsmouth, VA

Naval Shipyard Norfolk, VA
Naval Station Everett, WA
Naval Air Facllity Martinsburg, WV (Closc)

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE (16)

‘Warmner-Robins Air Force Base, GA

Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND

Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY (Close)

Gentile Air Force Station, OH (Close)

Defense Distribution Depot Oklahoma City, OK

Regional Processing Center Tinker Air Force Base,
OK

Tinker Air Force Base, OK

Kelly Air Force Base, TX

Regional Processing Center Kelly Air Force Base, TX

Ogden Air Logistics Censer, Hill Air Force
Base, UT (Realign)

Fairchild Air Force Base, WA

APPENDIX J
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY (10)
Army Corps of Engincers (Realign)
Fort Richardson, AK

Fort Drum, NY

Fort Hamikton, NY

Fort Totien, NY

Fort Indiantown Gap, PA _
Fort Buchanan, PR

Fort AP. Hill, VA

Fort Pickett, VA

Fort McCoy, W1

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAYY (19)

Naval Training Center San Diego, CA

Naval Aviation Depo, Jacksonville, FL

Naval Aviation Depor, Pensacola, FL

U.S. Marine Corps Logisitics Base, Albany, GA
Naval Air Station Agana, Guam

Naval Training Center Great Lakes, I

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE (6)
Homestead Air Force Base, FL
MacDill Air Force Base, FL
Mountain Home Air Force Base, ID
Griffiss Air Force Base, NY
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY
Goodfellow Air Force Base, TX

Bold face indicates a final Commmission recommendstion.

BASES ADDED BY THE COMMISSION FOR PURTHER CONSIDERATION
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APPENDIX K
REDIRECTS: CHANGES
TO PREVIOUSLY
APPROVED COMMISSION
' RECOMMENDATIONS

Once approved by the President and Congress, the

Defense Base Closure and Realignment

a direct Act of Congress, Dumg the 1991 round,

there were nine approved changes w previous rec-
onlnendm. By the 1993 round, huwever 15

(Change the recommendation of the 1991 Com-
mission regarding Tri-Service Project Reliance by
toxicology research with the Armstroag Laboratory
at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH. Instead,
relocate of the Enviroamental Quality
Research Branch to the US. Army Environmental
Hygiene Agency (AEHA), Aberdeen Proving
Ground, MD)

Department of the Navy

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro, CA, and
Macine Corps Air Station Tustin, CA

the receiving sites for NAS Miramar speci-
fied by the 1993 Commission from “NAS Lemoore
and NAS Fallon™ to “other naval air starions.”
Cange the receiving sites for MCAS Tustin, CA
specified by the 1993 Commission from “NAS North

3




Naval Air Station Cecil Field, FL

(Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993
Commission from “MCAS Chemry Point, NC; NAS
Oceana, VA; and MCAS Beaufort, SC” 10 “other
naval air stations, primarily NAS Oceana, VA;
MCAS Beaufort, SC; NAS Jacksonville, FL; and NAS
Atlanta, GA; or other Navy or Masine Corps Air
Seations.” In addition, add.”rowpponNASJad:
sonville, retain OLF Whitehouse, the Pinecastle
target complex, and the Yellow Water family
housing area”)

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola, FL

(Change the recommendation of the 1993 Com-
mission by striking language re.g.mdmgwhxrl

tower and dynamic components facility)
Navy Nuclear Power Propuision Treining
Center, Naval Tralning Center Oriando, FL

(Change the receiving site specified by the 1993 Com-
mission from New London, CT to Charleston, SC)

Agans, GU
(angednmuvmgmforamaﬁ,pamd,
and equipment specified by the 1993
from “Andersen AFB, GU” 1o “other naval or DoD
air stations”)

Naval Shipyard to delete "and preservation'
5) and “for emergent requirements*(lines 6-7))

242

Naval Sea Systems Command

Arlington, VA

(Change the receiving sites specified by the 1993

Commission from “the Navy Annex, Aslington, VA;

WaﬁdnmonNavaard,Wsl’ﬂnmuDC.,bhme
Combat Development Command,

Quantico,
VA; or the White Oak facility, Silver Spring, MD" to
“the Washington Navy Yard, Waslm@on,b&or

Office of Naval Rescarch, Arlingson, VA
(C}nnge the recommendation of the 1993 Com:

Commsnd,

(Change the recommendation specified by the
1993 Commission from “relocate...from leased
space to Government-owned space within the
NCK" to “Relocate... from leased space to Govemn-
ment-owned space in San Diego, CA™)

Naval Recruiting Command, Washingson, D.C.
(Change the receiving site specified by the 1993
Commission from “Naval Training Center Great
hk.)s, IL” to *Naval Support Activity, Memphis,
N

Agency, Ft. Meade, MD" specified by the 1993
Commission to “Naval Research Lsboratory, Wash-
ington, D.C.")

WoftbeAirhrce
Williams Air Force Base, AZ

(Change the recommendation of the 1991 Com-
mission regarding the relocation of Williams AFB's

Ammstrong Laboratory to Orlando, FL to keep it at
the AZ location as a activity.
Lowry Alr Force Base, CO

(Change the recommendation of the 1991 Commis-
sion regarding the cantonment of the 1001st Space
Support Squadron at the Lowry Support Center)

K-2
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301st Rescue Squadron
(Change the recommendation of the 1993 Com-
mission Homestead ARB to redirect the

vamon[bghd Fort Drum, NY at Griffiss AFB, as
fdbw&duemeﬂﬁddum:ndm

essential equipment from the minimum
mmlanﬁeldammwl’mbnmﬂ

mn-mm-e.w

Installation Group
(Changednmduimofthe 1993 Com-
mission regarding the transfer of functions from
Griffiss AFB, NY to sites a5 required rather than to
Hill AFB, UT)

REDIRECTS: CHANGES TO PREVIOUSLY APPROVED COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS



The 1993 Commission
Department of the Army

Management
mmmsatlmetkenny.&nnyDepogPAmRock
Island, I)

Presidio of San Francisco, CA

(6th Army remains at the Presidio of San Francisco
instead of moving to Fort Carson, CO)

Rock Island Arsenal, IL

(AMCCOM remains at Rock island, IL instead of
moving to Redstone Arsenal, AL)

tion Depot Tooele, UT to new location within the
Defense Distribution Depot System)

Department of the Navy
Hunters Point Annex 10 Naval

Station Treasure ksiand, CA

(Retzin no facilities, dispose/outiease all property)
Marine Corps Air Station Twstin, CA
(Substitute Naval Air Station Miramar for Marine
Corps Air Station 29 Palms as one receiver of Marine
Cofps Air Station Tustin's assets)

neering Center, Vallejo, CA into available space
in Air Force Plant #19, San Diego, vice new
construction)

Naval Mine Warfare Engineering Activity
Yorktown, VA
(Realign to Panama City, FL vice Dam Neck, VA)

Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility

Albuguergue, NM
(Retain as a tenant of the Air Force)

244

Department of the Aér Force
Carswell Air Force Base, TX

(Fabrication function of the 436h Training Squad-
mmdumdﬁombyeesm ‘D(wl.uszFB

Castle Air Force Base, CA

(B-52 Combat Crew Training redirected from
Fairchild AFB, WA to Barksdale AFB, LA and KC-
135 Combat Crew Training from Fairchild AFB, WA
to Altus AFB, OK)

Chanme Air Force Base, I
(Metals Technology and Aircraft Structural Mainte-
nance training courses from Chanute AFB to
Sheppard AFB, TX redirected to NAS Memphis,
‘TN and then to Pensacola, FL)

MacDill Air Force Base, Florida
(Airfield to be opemed by the Department of
Commerce or another federal agency. Joint Com-
munications Support Element stays at MacDill vice
relocating to Charleston AFB, SC)

Mather Air Force Base, CA
(940th. Air Refueling Group redirected from
McCleflan AFB, CA 1o Beale AFB, CA)

Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, OH
(Retain 1218t Air Refueting Wing and the 160th Air
Refueling Group in a cantonment area at
Rickenbacker ANGB instead of realigning to
‘Wright-Patterson AFB, OH and operate as tenants
of the Rickenbacker Port Authority (RPA) on the
RPA'’s airport.)
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the Logistics Activity from the Presidio of
San Francisco, CA to Redmone Arsenal, ALY
Armyy Laboratories (Lab 21 Stady)

and MD
(Revise the 1988 Commission by

(CMRL) at Adelphi, MD. The Army Materiel Tech-

indergraduate Navigator Training and
the 323rd Flying Training Wing from Mather AFB,
CA to Randolph AFB, TX instead of realigning o
Beale AFB, CA)

mmwmmmmnw
Sheppard AFB, TX instead of Goodfellow AFB, TX)

REDIRECTS: CHANGES TO PREVIOUSLY APPROVED COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS K5
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APPENDIX L

BAsSeE CLOSURES AND

REALIGNMENTS BY STATE
1988, 1991, 1993, 1995

ALABAMA

1988
1968
1991
1993
1993
1993
1993
1995
1995

Alabama Army Ammunition Plant
Coosa River Storage Annex

Fort Rucker

Naval Station Mobile

Naval Reserve Center Gadsden
Naval Reserve Center Montgomery
Anniston Army Depot

ALASKA

1995
1995

Fort Greely
Naval Air Facility Adak

ARKANSAS

191
1991
1993
1993
1995

Eaker Air Force Base

Fort Chaffee

Naval Reserve Center Fayetteville
Naval Reserve Center Fort Smith
Fort Chaffee

ARIZONA

1988
9
1995

Navajo Army Depot Activity
Williams Air Foroe Base
Williams Air Force Base -

CALIFORNIA

1988
1988
1988
1968
1988
1988
1988
19
1991
1991
1991
1991
1991
1991

George Air Force Base
Hamilion Army Airfield
Mather Air Force Base

Naval Station San Francisco (Hunters Point)
Noston Air Force Base
Presidio of San Francisco

Salton Sea Test Base, Imperial County
Beale Air Force Base
Castle Air Force Base

Fort Ord

Hunters Point Annex, San Francisco

Integrated Combat Systems Test Facility San Diego
Lemerman Anmy Institute of Research Presidio of San Francisco
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Suppon Activity San Diego

CLOSE
CLOSE
REALIGN
CLOSE
CLOSE
CLOSE
REALIGN
CLOSE
CLOSE

REAUIGN
CLOSE

CLOSE
CLOSE
CLOSE
CLOSE
CLOSE

CLOSE
CLOSE
REDIRECT

CQLOSE
CLOSE
CLOSE
REALIGN
CLOSE

CLGSE
REALIGN
CLOSE

DISESTAB
REALIGN




1991
1991
1991
1991
1991
1991
1991

1991
1991

1993

1993

1993
1993
1993

247

Ammy
Marine Corps Air Station Tustin
Castle Air Force Base (B-52 Combat Crew Training
redirected from Fairchild AFB to Barksdale AFB and
KC-135 Combat Crew Taining from Fairchild
AFB to Altus AFB)
Data Processing Center Marine Corps Air Station El Toro
Data Processing Center Naval Air Warfare Center,
‘Weapons Division China Lake
mmwwuwmm

Diego
Data Processing Center Navy Regional Data Automation
Center San Francisco
Defense Contract Management District West El Segundo
Defense Distribution Oakland
Hunters Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure Island

(Redirect to dispose of all property in any lawful manner,
outlease)

inchuding

March Air Force Base

Mare Isiand Naval Shipyard

Marine Corps Air Station El Toro

Marine Corps Air Station Tustin (Relocate MCAS
Tustin helicopter assets 10 NAS North Island, NAS

Refueling
Group redirected from McClellan AFB 10 Beale AFB)
Naval Air Station Alameds
Naval Avistion Depot Alameda
wwwwmm

Sysiems
San Diego into available space in Air Force Plant #19,
San Diego, vice new construction)
Naval Hospital Oakiand
Naval Station Treasure Island, San Francisco
Naval Weapoas Statioa Seal Beach

REDIRECT

REDIRECT

CLOSE
REALIGN

REDIRECT

REDIRECT

REDIRECT

CLOSE
REALIGN

-2
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1993
1993

1993
1993

1988
1988
1991
1993

1995
1995

248

Navy Data Processing Center Facilities Systems
Office, Port Hueneme

Navy Data Processing Center Fleet and Industrial Supply
Center, San Diego

Presidio of Monterey Annex

Presidio of San Francisco (6th Army remains
at the Presidio of San Francisco, CA instead of

Lowry Air Force Base

Puebio Army Depot (Redirects supply mission from
Defense Distribution Depot Tooele, UT, to new
location within the Defense Distribution Depot System.)

Fitzsimons Army Medical Center

Lowry Air Force Base

CLOSE

CLOSE
REALIGN

REDIRECT

REDIRECT
REDIRECT

Base CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS BY STATE 1968, 1991, 1993, 1995
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Naval Underwater Systems Center Detachment

!
|
{
i

3
E

¥ E;
i
i
1
[

Data Processing Center Tival Computer &

Engineering Center
Naval Recruiting Command Washington
Naval Security Group Detachment Potomac Washington

1993

1993
1993

1993
1995

Cape St George

Naval Reserve Center (Coconut Grove) Miami
MacDill Air Force Base, Tampa

Naval Coastal Systems Center, Panama City _
Data Processing Center Naval Air Station Key West
Data Processing Center Naval Air Station Mayport

Duts Processing Center Naval Computer &
Station, Pensacola

Homestead Air Force Base

MacDill Air Force Base (Aisfield to be operated by
the Deparument of Comenerce or another

Joint Comenunications Element

stays at MacDill vice relocating 10 Charieston AFB.)

Naval Air Sution Cecil Field

Naval Avistion Depot Pensacola

Naval Hospital Orlando

Fleet aad Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply
Cemner) Pensacola

Defiease Distribution Depot Pensacola

Naval Teaining Center Orlando

Naval Air Station Key West

CLOSE -




1995
1995
1995
1995
1995
1995

1995
1995

250

Eglin Air Force Base

Homestead Air Force Base (301st Rescue Squadron)
Homestead Air Force Base (726th Air Control Squadron)

GEORGIA

1993

1993
1995

Navy Data Processing Center Trident Refit
Facility Kings Bay
Naval Reserve Center Macon
Defense Contract Management District South, Marietta

Naval Air Station Agana

HAWAI

1988
1991
1991
1993

1993
1993
1993
1995

IOWA

1988

Kapalama Military Reservation Phase HI

Naval Air Facility Midway Istand

Naval Ocean Systems Center Detachment, Kanaohe

Data Processing Center Naval Computer &
Telecommunications Area Master Station,
EASTPAC, Pearl Harbor -

Data Processing Center Naval Supply Center Pearl Harbor

Naval Air Station Barbers Point

Naval Air Facility Midway Island

Naval Air Station Barbers Point

Fort Des Moines

IDAHO

1991

Mountain Home Air Force Base

ILLINOIS

1988
1988
1988
1988

Chanute Air Force Base
Fort Sheridan

USARC Addison Housing
Worth Family Housing

REALIGN

DISESTAB
REDIRECT
REDIRECT

REDIRECT
REDIRECT
REDIRECT

REDIRECT

CLOSE
DISESTAB

REALIGN
REALIGN

REDIRECT

Base CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS BY STATE 1988, 1991, 1993, 1995
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1991  Aramament, Munitions, and Chemical Command
Arsenal
1993  Chanute Air Foroe Base (Metals Technology
Aircraft Structural i

1993  Defense Contract Management District

Nocthcentral, Chicago
1993  Naval Air Station Glenview
1993  O'Hare Intemnational Airport Air Force Reserve Station
1993  Rock Island Arsenal (AMCCOM remains at Rock
Island, IL instead of moving to Redstone Arsenal, AL)
1995 Savanna Armmy Depot Activity
1995  Chicago O'Hare International Airport Air Reserve Station
INDIANA
1968 Indianz Asmy Ammunition Plant
1968  Jefferson Proving Ground
1991  Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indianapolis
1991  Grissom Air Force Base, Peru
1991  Naval Avionics Center, Indianapolis
1991  Naval Weapons Support Center, Crane
1993  Defense Information Technology Service Organization,

1993  Navy/Marine Corps Reserve Center Fort Wayne
1993  Naval Reserve Center Terre Haute
1995  Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Indianapolis

KANSAS

1993 Readiness Command Region Olathe (Region 18)
1993  Naval Reserve Center Hutchinson

1995  Naval Air Reserve Olathe

KENTUCKY

1968  Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot

1991  Naval Ordnance Station Louisville -

1995  Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division
Detachment, Louisville

1988  Naval Suation Lake Charles

1988  New Orleans Military Ocean Terminal
1991  England Air Force Base

1991  Fort Polk

1993  Data Processing Center Naval Computer &
1993  Naval Reserve Center Monroe

1993  Naval Reserve Facility Alexandria

1993  Navy Data Processing Center Enlisted

1995 Naval Biodynamics Laboratory New Orleans
Command

REALIGN

REDIRECT
DISESTAB




MAINE

1991
1993

252

Loring Air Force Base, Caribou
Data Processing Center Naval Air Station Brunswick

MARYLAND

Ammy Reserve Center Gaithersburg

Former NIKE site at Aberdeen Proving Ground

Fort Detrick

Fort Holabird

Fort Meade

NIKE Washington-Baitimore

U.S. Anmy Biomedical Research Development
Detrick

Naval Surface Warfare Center Detachment, White Oak

Data Processing Center Naval Air Warfare Center,
Aircraft Division, Patuxent River

Naval Electronic Sysiems Engineering Center St. Inigoes

Naval Surface Watfare Center, Dahigren White Oak
Detachment, White Oak

Navy Radio Transmission Facility Annapolis

Sea Automated Data Systems Activity Indian Head

Fon Ritchie

NavzlSutﬁceWmﬁmCamr Dahigren Division

Detachment, Annapolis
Tn-SeMcePro;eaRdinme AnuyB»Medml
Research Laboratory, Fort Detrick
Investigations Control and Automation
Directorate, Forr Holabird

MASSACHUSEITS

1968
1968

Pamlly Bedford 85

Family Housing Wakefield 03
Fort Devens

Army Materials Technology Labosatory, Watertown
Army Materials Technology Laboratory, Watertown

CLOSE

CLOSE
CLOSE
REALIGN
REALIGN
REALIGN

DISESTAB
REALIGN
REALIGN
REALIGN
REALIGN
CLOSE
DISESTAB

DISESTAB
DISESTAB

REALIGN

CLOSE

CLOSE
REDIRECT
RELOCATE

CLOSE

CLOSE
CLOSE

CLOSE
REALIGN

REDIRECT

Base CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS BY STATE 1968, 1991, 1993, 1995
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REALIGN
REALIGN




1968
1968
1968

1991
1991
1991
1991
1993
1993
1993
1993
1995
1995
1995
1995

1968
1991

1991
1993

254

NIKE NY 60 Housing

NIKE NY 79/80 Housing

NIKE NY 93/94 A3

NIXE Philadelphia

Electronic Technology Device Laboratory, Fort Monmouth
Fort Dix

Naval Air Engineering Center, Lakehurst
Naval Air Propulsion Center, Trenton

Navil Air Warfare Center - Aircraft Division, Trenton
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal
Fort Dix

Readiness Command Region Scotia (Region 2)
Department of Defense Family Housing and Family
. Housing Office, Niagara Falls

Naval Reserve Center Staten Island
Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor
Activity, Buffalo

CLOSE

REALIGN

REDIRECT

REDIRECT
REDIRECT

CLOSE
CLOSE

CLOSE

BASE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS BY STATE 1988, 1991, 1993, 1995
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NORTH CAROLINA
1993  Data Processing Center Marine Corps Air Station
Point

1993  Marine Corps Data Processing Center Regional
Ausomated

121s Air Refueling Wing and the 160th Air
Group in 8 cantonsment ares at
ANGB instead of Wright-Pawerson
AFB, OH, and opesate 23 senants of the Rickenbacker

Port Authority [RPA) oo the RPA's sirport)
1995  Defense Comtract Management Command

International, Dayton
1995  Defense Distribution Depot Cokimbus
OREGON

REALIGN
REALIGN

REALIGN




1993
1993

1993
1993

1993
1993

1993

1995

NavaVM:ﬁneCapsphAuirFadlitycoﬁnAviaﬁon
Facility) Johnstown

Letterkenny Army Depot (Systems Integration
Management Activity-East remains at Letterkenny
Amy Depot vice Rock island, IL)

Naval Air Warfare Center, Alrcraft Division,
Open Water Test Facility, Oreland

Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance
RDT&E Division Detachment, Warminster

Naval Air Warfare Cemter, Aircraft Division, Warminister

PUERTO RICO

1995

Fort Buchanan

RHODE ISLAND

1988
1968

1991

1991
1993

Family Housing Davisville

Family Housing North Smithfield 99

Trident Command and Control Systems
Maintenance Activity, Newport

Naval Education and Training Center, Newport

SOUTH CAROLINA

1991
1993

Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, Myrtle Beach
Charleston Naval Shipyard

Data Processing Center Naval Supply Center, Charleston
Defense Distribution Depot Charieston

Naval Station Charleston

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (Naval Supply

RELOCATE
DISESTAB

REDIRECT
CLOSE

CLOSE
REALIGN
DISESTAB

DISESTAB
REDIRECT

CLOSE
CLOSE

REALIGN

CLOSE
CLOSE

REALIGN
REALIGN

" CLOSE

DISESTAB

DISESTAB

BaSE CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS BY STATE 1988, 1991, 1993, 1995
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mm»mmwm
[\madﬁeaad Dyess AFB to Hill AFB)

1993 Tooek Armmy Depot
1995  Hill Air Force Base (Utah Training and Test Range)
1995 Defense Distribution Depot Ogden

VIRGINIA

1988 Cameron Station

1988 Defense Mapping Agency (DMA) site, Hemdon
1988  Manassas Pamily Housing

1968 NmENoddkSSHm

1988 Woodbridge Housing

1991 Amymm,mm

REALIGN

REALIGN

CLOSE

L-12



1991
1991

1991
1991
1991
1993

1993

1993

258

Belvoir Research and Development Center, Fort Belivoir
Element of the Center for Night Vision and
. Belvoir

(Including ia,
VA and Food Systems Office, Arlington, VA)

Naval Surface Warfare Cemmer - Fort Hueneme,
Yorktown Detachment, Vieginia Beach (Naval
Mine Warfare Activity)

Naval Undersea Wasfare Center - Norfolk Detachment

Navy Data Processing Center Naval Computer &
Telecommunications Area Master Station,
Atlantic, Norfolk

Navy Radio Transmission Facility, Driver

Tactical Support Office, Adington

Vint Hill Farms

Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
Office of Civilian Manpower Management (Navy)

REALIGN

REALIGN

REALIGN
DISESTAB

REALIGN

DISESTAB

REALIGN
REALIGN
REALIGN

REALIGN
REALIGN
REALIGN

Base CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS BY STATE 1988, 1991, 1993, 1995
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Office of the Deputy Chief of Saff (Installations
& Logistics), U.S. Marine Corps
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (Manpower
& Reserve Affairs), U.S. Marine Corps
Marine Corps Syseems Command (Clarendon Office)
Fort Picket -

Youngs Lake Housing Site

Naval Station Puget Sound (Sand Point)

Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering Station Keyport
Data Processing Center Naval Air Station Whidbey Island
Data Processing Center Naval Supply Center Puget Sound
Navy Data Processing Censer Trident Refit Facility Bangor
Planning, Estimating, Repair, and Alterations

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command, Arlington

‘WISCONSIN

1988
1995

Sun Prairie Family Housing
Naval Reserve Center Sheboygan

'WEST VIRGINIA

1993
1993

Naval Air Facility Matinsburg
Naval Reserve Center Parkersburg

OTHER CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS

1991

Armmy Corps of Engineers

REALIGN
REALIGN

REALIGN
REALIGN
REALIGN

REALIGN

REALIGN
REALIGN

REALIGN
DISESTAB
REALIGN

REALIGN

L4
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APPENDIX M

CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENTS

BY SERVICE BRANCH

1995, 1993, 1991, & 1988

1995 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission’s Actions

Pan I: Major Base Closues

DEPAKTMENT OF THE ARMY

Fort McCleltan, AL

Fort Chaffee, AR

Oukland Ammy Base, CA

Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, CO
Savanna Army Depot Activity, IL
Fort Ritchie, MD

Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, NJ

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Naval Air Facility, Adak, AK

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, CA

Ship Repair Pacility, GU

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Indianapotis, IN

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division
Detachment, Louisville, KY

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division

, White Qak, MD

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, MA

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Wamminster, PA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

McClellan Air Force Base, CA i

Ontarior Intermational Aigpon Air Guard Station, CA

Chicago O'Hare International Airpoat Air Reserve
Station, IL

Defense Distribution Depa Ogden, UT
Pant ll: Major Base Realignments

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Fort Greely, AK

Font Hunier Liggett, CA
Sierra Army Depot, CA

Fort Meade, MD

Detroit Arsenal, MI

Fort Dix, N

Charles E. Kelly Support Center, PA
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA
Fort Buchanan, PR

Red River Army Depox, TX
Fort Lee, VA

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Naval Air Station, Key West, FL

Naval Activities, GU

Naval Air Station, Corpus Chyisti, TX

Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport, WA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR PORCE
Onizuka Air Station, CA

Fglin Air Fosce Base, FL
Makmstrom Air Force Base, MT

(Uah Test and Training Range)




MA
Aviation-Troop Support Command (ATCOM), MO
Fort Missoula, MT

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division
Open Water Test Facility, Oreland, PA
Naval Command, Control and Ocean




(485th Engineering Tnsaliation Group)

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

Defense Contract Management District West, El
Segundo, CA

Naval Techaical Training Center, Meridian, MS

Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division
Lakehurst, NJ

Rome Laboratory, Rome, NY

Springfield-Beckley MAP, Air Guard Station, OH

Greaser Pitsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, PA

Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation
Simulator Activity, Fort Worth, TX

Brooks Air Force Base, TX

Defense Distribution Depot Red River, TX

PROPOSED REALIGNMENTS
REJECTED BY THE COMMISSION
Robins Air Force Base, GA
Fort Hamilton, NY

Tinker Air Force Base, OK

Hill Air Foroe Base, UT

PROPOSED REALIGNMENTS
REJECTED BY THE COMMESSION
AT THE REQUEST OF THE SBCRETARY

Caven Point Reserve Center, NJ
Kirdand Air Force Base, NM

Dugway Proving Ground, UT
Vaneyctwemmmmes:ppon

CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT BY SERVICE BRANCH 1995, 1993, 1991, & 1968



1993 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission’s Actions

CLOSURES

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Vint Hill Farms, VA

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Naval Station Mobile, AL

Naval Air Station Alameda, CA

Maval Civil Engineering Laboratory
Hueneme, CA

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Valiejo, CA
Marine Corpé Air Station El Toro, CA

Naval Training Center San Diego, CA
Naval Electronic Security Systems Engineering
DC

M4



DATA CENTER CONSOLIDATION

Navy Processing Center

Facilities Syssems Office, Port Hueneme, CA

Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, San Diego, CA

Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division,
China Lake, CA

Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division,
Point Mugu, CA

Naval Air Station Key West, FL
Naval Computer & Telecommunications Station
Pensacola, FL

Marise Corps Data Processiag Centers

CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT BY SERVICE BRANCH 1995, 1993, 1991, & 1988
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Defense Information Technology Service
Organization, Columbus Annex Dayton, OH

Defense Information Technology Services
Organization, Cleveland, OH

REALIGNMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Presidio of San Francisco, CA (6th Army
remains at the Presidic of San Francisco
instead of moving to Fort Carson, CO)

PuebloAmyDepot,CO(kdneusmpply
mission from Defense Distribution Depot
Tooele, UT, to new location within the

Rock Island Arsenal, IL (AMCCOM remains
at Rock Island, IL instead of moving to
Redstone Arsenal, AL)

wmmmm
Integration Management Activity—
East remains at Letterkenny Army
Depot vice Rock Istand, IL)

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Marine.Corps Logistics Base Barstow, CA
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, CA !

(including Defense Office, Alexandria,
VA and Food Systems Office, Arlington, VA)

Naval Surface Warfare Center—Port Hueneme,

Command VA
Office of the General Counsel (Navy), VA
Office of the Judge Advocate General (Navy), VA
Office of the Secretary of the Navy
(Legislative Affairs, P isal,
Comptroller, Inspector General, and
Information), VA
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, VA
Office of Civilian Management
(Navy), VA
Programs Office (Navy), VA
Combined Civilian Personnel Office (Navy), VA
NavyRegomlCom-wmngerA

Hungers Point Annex to Naval Station Treasure
Istand, CA (Dispose of all property by any
hwfuimer.mdudn;cuﬂemng)

- MCAS Camp

Naval Electronics Systems Engineering Center
San Diego, CA (Consolidate with Naval Elec-
tronics Systems Engineering Center Vallejo,
CA, into available space in Air Force Plant
#19, San Diego, vice new construction)

Naval Elecronics

Systems
into available space in Air Force Plamt #19,
San Diego, vice new coastruction)

Naval Mine Warfare Engincering Activity,
Yocktown, VA (Realign to Panama City,
FL vice Dam Neck, VA)

Naval Weapons Evaluation Facility, Albuquerque,
NM (Retzin 25 2 temant of the Air Force)

M6
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Presidio of San Francisco (6th Army remains
at the Presidio of San Francisco insead of
moving to P. Carson, CO)

DEPARKTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Castle Air Force Base, CA (B-52 Combat
AFB 10 Barksdale AFB and KC-135 Combat
Crew Training from Fairchild AFB to
Alrs ATB) .

Mather Air Force Base, CA (940th Air Refueling
Group redirected from McClellan AFB to
Beale

AFB)
MacDil Air Rorce Base, Florida (Airfield to be

ancther fedesal agency. Joint Communications
Support Element stays at MacDill vice relocat-
ing %o Charleston AFB.)

Chamste Air Fosce Base, IL (Metals Technology
and Aircraft Structural Maintenaoce training

CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT BY SERVICE BRANCH 1995, 1993, 1991, & 1968
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Hunters Point Annex, San Francisco, CA
Integrated Combat Systems Test Facility
San Di CA

Naval Air Station Moffett Field, Sunnyvale, CA

Naval Station Puget Sound (Sand Point)
Seatde, WA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
Eaker Air Foroe Base, AR
Williams Air Force Base, AZ
Castle Air Force Base, CA

Lowty Air Force Base, CO
Grissom Air Force Base, IN
England Air Force Base, LA
Losing Air Force Base, ME

267

Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, CA
Pacific Missile Test Center, Point Mugu, CA
Naval Underwater Systems Center Detachment




268
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Family Housing Westport, CT 73

Family Housing Shelton, CT 74

Cape St. George, FL -

Kapalama Military Reservation Phase III, HI
Fort Des Moines, 1A

Fort Sheridan, IL

NIKE Kansas City 30, MO

St. Louis Area Support Center Wherry Housing, MO
NIKE NY 54 Housing, NJ

NIKE NY 60 Housing, NJ

NIKE NY 79/80 Housing, NJ

NIKE NY 93/94, NJ

NIKE Philadeiphia 41/43, NJ

Fort Wingate Ammunition Storage Depot, NM

Pitt 25 Family Housing, PA

Pitt 37 Family Housing, PA

Pitt 43 Family Housing, PA

Pitt 42 Family Housing, PA

Pitt 52 Family Housing, PA

Tacony Warehouse, PA

Family Housing Davisville, RI

Family Housing North Smithfield 99, Rl

Fort Douglas, UT

Cameron Station, VA

Manassas Family Housing, VA

NIKE Norfolk 85 Housing, VA

Woodbridge Housing Site, VA

Midway Housing Site, WA

Youngs Lake Housing Site, WA

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Construction for Naval Station San Francisco
(Hunters Point), CA

Sakon Sea Test Base, Imperial County, CA

Naval Reserve Center (Coconut Grove) Miami, FL

Naval Station Lake Charles, LA

Naval Saation New York (Brooklyn), NY

Naval Hospital Philadelphia, PA

Naval Station Puget Sound (Sand Point), WA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
George Air Force Base, CA
Mather Air Force Base, CA
Norton Air Force Base, CA
Chanute Air Force Base, IL
Pease Air Force Base, NH

M-10
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
Naval Station San Francisoo (Hunters Point), CA

CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT BY SERVICE BRANCH 1995, 1993, 1991, & 1968 M-11



271

3 COMMENDATIONS
MODIFIEb OR REJECTED
"“BY COMMISSIONS:

1995 }993 & 1991

missiori

. -~
T Realign Realign (amended)
i Close Close (amended)
Fort Indiantown Gap, PA Close Close (amended)
Fort Chafiee, AR Close Close (amended)
Fort McClellan, AL Close Close (amended)
Fort Ritchie, MD Close Close (amended)
Selfridge Ammy Gamison, Ml Close Open
Price Support Center, IL Close Open
Fort Buchanan, PR Realign Realign (amended)
Kelly Suppost Center, PA Realign Realign (amended)
Fort Hamileon, NY Close Open
Sierra Army Depot, CA Realign Realign (amended)
Bayonne Military Ocean
Texminal, NJ Close Close (amended)
Fitzsimons Army Medical Center, CO Close Close (amended)
Caven Point Reserve Center, NJ Close Open (DoD request)
Army Depot, PA Realign (amended)
Red River Ammy Depot, TX Close
Dugway Proving Ground, UT Realign Open (DoD request)
Valley Grove Area Maintenance
Support Activity, WV Close Open (DoD request)
Navy
Naval Activities, Guam Realign Realign (amended)
Fleet and Industrial Supply
Center, Guam Disestablish Disestablish (amended)
Naval Air Station Meridian, MS Close Open
Naval Technical Training Center,
Meridian, MS Close Open
Naval Air Station Corpus
Christi, TX Realign Realign as necessary
Naval Air Station Key West, FL Realign Realign (DoD request)
Naval Heakth Research Center,
San Diego, CA Disestablish Open
Naval Management Systems
Suppon Office, Chesapeake, VA Disestablish Distestablish (amended)




N

72

Naval Surface Warfare Center,

Louisville, KY Close Close (amended)
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft
Division, Indianapolis, IN ' Close Close (amended)
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft
Division, Lakehurst, NJ Close Open
Air Force
Rome Laboratory, NY Close
Brooks AFB, TX Close Open
McClellan AFB-ALC, CA Realign Close
Greater Pittisburgh IPA ARS, PA Close Open
Moffett Federal Airfield AGS, CA Close Open
North Highlands AGS, CA Close Open
Roslyn AGS, NY Close Close (Amended)
' AGS, OH Close Open
Robins Air Foroe Base, GA Realign (Depot) Open
Tinker Air Force Base, OK Realign (Depot) Open
Air Force Electronic Warfare
Evaluation Simulator Activity,
Fort Worth, TX Disestablish Open
Hill Air Force Base, UT Realign (Depot) Open
Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Distribution Depot,
Ogden, UT Close Close (Amended)
Red River Distribution Depot, TX Close Open
1995 REDIRECTS
Changes to Previously Approved 1988 Recommendations - Army
Fort Holabird, MD Relocate ail tenants Close
except for Defense
Investigative Service
Changes to Previously Approved 1991 Recommendations - Armyy
Fort Detrick, MD (Tri-Sesvice Wright-Patterson Aberdeen Proving
Project Reliance) AFB received © Ground
toxicology resesrch receiver
anmmmmﬂyw 1993 Recommendations - Navy
Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam Andersen AFB is receiver Unspecified receiver
Marine Corps Air Stations,
El Toro and Tustin, CA Specified receivers Unspecified receivers
Changes to Previously Approved 1993 Recommendations - Air Force
Griffis AFB, NY (485th EIG) Transfer units o No receiver
Kelly, McCleilan AFBs specified
Lowry Air Force Base, CO Inactivate Close Facilities

N-2 ' AppENDIX N
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installation Recommended Action Comsaission Actios
Ammy
Fort McCleilan, AL Close Open
Army Depot, PA Realign Open
Presidio of Monterey Annex, CA None Realign
Navy
Naval Air Station Agana, Guam None Close
Naval Air Facility Marts \AJ None B Close
Naval Air Facility Johnstown, PA None Close
Naval ital, Charleston, SC Close Open
Naval Air Ststion Meridian, MS Close Open
Naval Air Station South Close Open
‘Weymouth, MA
Naval Supply Center Chareston, SC Disestablish Realign
Naval Supply Center Oakland, CA Close Open
Naval Submarine Base Realign Open
New London, CA
Aviation Supply Office, PA Close Open
Naval Air Technical Services Close Open
Facility, Philadelphia, PA
Naval Electronic Security Disestablish Open
Engineering Center, Chareston, SC
Naval Electronic Systems Receive Close
Engineering Center, Postsmouth, VA
Naval Surface Watfare Disestablish Open
Center Carderock Annapolis
is, MD
Navy and Marine Corps Reserve None Close
Center, Lawrence, MA
Naval Reserve Center, None Close
Chicopee, MA
Naval Reserve Center, None Close
Qﬂiﬂ%m -
Air Force
Plausburgh AFB, NY None Close
Homestead AFB, FL Close Realign
McGuire AFB, NJ Realign Open
Gentile AFS, OH None Close
Ogden ALC, Hill AFB, UT None Realign
Defense Logistics Agency
Defense Industrial Supply Relocate Open
Center, PA
Defense Reutilization & Disestablish Open
Marketing Service, MI
Defense Personnel Support
Center, Philadeiphia, PA Close, Relocate Close,
amend Relocate

DoD RECOMMENDATIONS MODIFIED OR REJECTED BY COMMISSIONS: 1995, 1993, & 1991 N-3
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Defense Logistics Services

Center, Battle Creek, MI Disestablish Open
Defense Distribution Depot
Leterkenny, PA Close Open
1993 REDIRECTS
wwmwwlw—m
Presidio of San Francisco, CA Send 6th Amy o Keep 6th Army at
F Carson Presidio of SF
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA Send functions to Realign
Rock Island Keep functions
at Letterkenny
(hngsto?mbﬂﬂpuwed&&ﬂlkwommndﬁom Navy ]
Marine Corps Air Station, Realign
Tustin, CA

OnngastohevbndyApptmedBSIBllmmdaﬁons—ArFo:ce
Bergwrom AFB, TX

'§'
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1991 Commission

Instalistion Recommended Action Commission Action
Army
Fort McClellan, AL Close Open
Fort Dix, NJ Close Realign
Fort Chaffee, AR Close Realign
Amy Corps of Engineers None Realign
Navy
Naval Air Suation Whidbey Close Open
Island, WA
Naval Training Center Close Open
, FL
RDT&E & Fleet Close 10/Realign 16 Close 7/Realign 17
Support Activities
Air Force
Moody AFB, GA Close Open

-

DOD RECONMENDATIONS MODIFIED OR REJECTED BY COMMISSIONS: 1995, 1993, & 1991
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APPENDIX O
HEARINGS HELD By
THE COMMISSION
1995, 1993 & 1991

1995 Commission

Washington, D.C. Hearings

Mscch 1, 1998

Presentation of the Department of Defense
Recommendations

Secretary of Defense William . Perry;
Chairman of the Joint Chicks of Staff
General John M. Shalikashvili, USA; and
Deputy Secretary of Defense John M. Deutch

106 Dirksen Senate Office Building

March 1, 1995
Presentation of Department of Defense

Methodology

Joshua Gothaum, Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Economic Security)

106 Dirksen Seaste Office Building

Methodology

Secretary of the Air Rorce Sheila E. Widnall;
General Ronald R. Rogleman, Chief of Staff of
the Air Force; Major Geaesal Jay D. Blume, Jr.,
Special Assistant w0 the Chicf of Staff for Basc
Realigament and Transition; Mr. James

consultant 1o the Secretary; and

General Thomas S. Moomasn, Vice Chief
of Saff of the Air Force

345 Cannon House Office Building

March 7, 1995

Secretary of the Army Togo D. West, Jr.;
Gcnean_ovdonR.Suﬂivm.CbiefofSnl!,
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Joshua Gotbaum, Assistant S y of Def May 10, 1995
(EootmcSewmy);msiuﬂGoodnm Commission Deliberations/Votes on Additions to
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environ- the Secretary’s List for Further Consideration
mental Security); Mr. Alan K. Olsen, Director of 216 Hart Senate Office Building
Air Force Base Convession Agency, Department
of the Air Force; Colonel Dennis C. Cochrane, June 1213, 1995
Chief, Base Reslignment and Closure Office, Cwﬂmmwmwm?m
Department of the Army; Rear Admiral Patrick and Realignments
Drennon, Director of Facilities & Engineering 545CammHaleOﬁice&nldm30m12)

Department of the Navy; Mr. William 216 Hart Senate Office Building (June 13)
Ginsberg, Assistant Secretary of Commerce for June 14, 1998

sion on May 10, 1995

Protection by w‘ » Baviroomentsl Asi:;&awyofDefm(EmrmﬁcSemﬂy)
ua Gotbaum; Deputy Assistant Secretary
216 Hart Senate Office Building of Defense (Instaliations) Robert E. Bayer;
April 17, 1995 Secretary of the Army Togo D. West, Jr.;

) GAO Report on the Department General Gordon R. Sullivan, USA, Chief of
of Defense Analyses Supporting Proposed Seaff, Army; Assistant Secretary of the Army
Closures and (installations and Environment) Robert M.

Mr. Henry L Hinton, Comptroller Walker, Brigadier General james E. Shane, Jr.,

USA, Director of Office of the
Chief of Staff, Amny; Secretary of the Navy
John H. Daiton; Admiral Jeremy M. Boorda,
USN, Chief of Naval Operations; General

Management and NASA Issues Carl E. Mundy, Jr., USMC, Commandant of

216 Hart Senate Office Building the Marine Corps; Robert B. Pirie, Assistant
Secretary of the Navy; Secretary of the Air

April 17,1995 Force Sheila E. Widnali; General Ronald R.
Presemtation of the Department of Defense’s Fogleman, Chief of Staff of the Air Force;

Joint Cross-Service Group Major General Jay D. Blume, Special Assis-
Mr. James Klugh, Deputy Under Secretary of tant to the Air Force Chief of Staff for Base

Defense for Logistics; Mr. Louis C. Finch, Realignment and Transition; James Boatright,

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Consultant 1o the Secretary of the Air Force;

Readiness; Edward D. Manin, MD, Principal Lieutenant General George T. Babbitt, Jr.,

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for USAF, Principal Deputy Direcior, Defense

Health Affairs; Me. Philip E. Coyle, Director, Logistics Agency; Ms. Marge V. McMananay,

Operational Test and Evaluation; Mr. John A. BRAC Team Chief, Defense Logistics Agency

Burt, Director, Test, Systems Engineering and 216 Hast Senate Office Building

Evaluation; Dr. Craig Dorman, Deputy Director

(Laboratory Management), Brigadier General JneZZ-BJ’”

James E. Shane, r., Directos of Management, Commission Final Deliberations

Office of the Chief of Staff, Army; Mr. Charles 216 Hart Senate Office Building

Nemfakos, Vice Navy Base Strucrure
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March 31, 1995
Great Falls, Montanz, Regional Hearing

Apeil 4, 1995
Birmingham, Alabama, Regional Hearing
The Boutwell Municipal Auditorium
April 12, 1995

The Convention Center
April 19, 1995

Dallas, Texas, Regional Hearing

Dallas Convention Center
April 20, 1995

Presentation of the Secretary’s Recommendations
2118 Raybum House Office Building

March 16, 1993
Policy and Methodology in the Secretary’s
Recommendations

lloomwmhﬂomeoﬁieemﬂdinx

Alll'lll9.l”3
PdeAOsAmlymduwsmry's
and Selection Process for
Closures and Realignments
G50 Dirksen Senate Office Buikding

May 21, 1993
Commission Deliberstions/Vote on Additions to

the Secretary’s List foc Further Consideration
1100 Longworth House Office Building

HEARINGS HELD BY THE COMMISSION

0-3



June 14-16, 1993

Congressional Tmy on Military Facility
Closures and

216 Hart Senate Office Building

June 17-18, 1993

Commission Deliberations

325 Russell Senate Office Buikding (Jure 17)
216 Hart Senate Office Building (June 18)

216 Hart Senate Office Building (June 23-24)
2167 Rayburn House Office Building (June 25)
G50 Dirksen Senate Office Building (June 26-27)

Regional Hearings
April 20-21, 1993
Mid-Atlantic Regional Hearing

fington, Virgin
Gunston Ants Center
April 25-26, 1993
Oakland, California, Regional Hearing
Henry J. Kaiser Convention Center
Ardlﬂ 1993

San Diego, Califomnia, Regional Hearing

Holiday Inn on the Bay

May 1-2, 1995
Charleston, South

279

Juoe 1, 1993
Columbus, Ohio, Regional Hearing
Whitehall Civic Center

June 2,1993
Grand Forks, North Dakota, Regional Hearing
University of North Dakota

Holiday Inn on the Bay

June 4, 1993

Spokane, Washington, Regional Hearing
City Council Chambers

June 6,1993

Corpus Christi, Texas, Regional Hearing
Bayfront Plaza Convention Center

June 89, 1993

Atlanta, Georgia, Regional Hearing
Russell Federal Building

June 11, 1993

Norfolk, Virginia, Regional Hearing
Chrysler Hall

June 12, 1993

Boston, Massachusetts, Regional Hearing
State House, Gardner Auditorium

Camhm. H .

e e e Carolina, Regional Hearing 1991 Commission

May 3, 1993 Wasbington, D.C. Hearings

Orlando, Florida, Regional Hearing April 15, 1991

Oriando Presentation of Department of Defense

May 4,1993 1100 Longworth House Office Buikding

Birmingham, Alabama, Regional Hearing

Boutwell Municipal Auditorium Apeil 26, 1991

”9_16‘1”-3 Pmenm‘onof;omeml’hnand

Newark, New , Regi i de:llednd_ology_

WMMWM 1100 Longworth House Office Building
May 10, 1991

May 11, 1993 .

Boson, Massachusetts, Regional Hearing P":dms"“.l‘“dv‘h”’m

Stase House, Gardner Auditorium 1100 Longworth House Office Buikling

May 12, 1993

Deoit Michigan. Regional Heari

McGregor Memorial Conference Center

O-4 ArFENDIX O



May 17, 1991

PmumuonofGAOkeponondtDepamnat

Commission Deliberations
Office of Thrift Supervision, Washington, D.C.

June 13-14, 1991
Commission

June 27, 28, 30, 1991

Commission Deliberations

2167 Rayburn House Office Building
1100 Longworth House Office Buikling

Regional Hearings
MG—'I.I”I

San Francisco, Cali Regional Hearing
Ca!ifomuhhoeo(d:elegonofﬁm
May 8, 1991
Los Angeles, Califomia,

Regional Hearing
CahformMumodemceudl-hmy
Kinsey Auditorium

May 13, 1991

Denver, Colorado, Regional hearing
Denver Auditorium

May 14, 1991

Fort Worth, Texas, Regional Hearing
Will Rogers ial Center
May 23, 1991

Juoe 17,1991

‘San Diego, California, Regional Hearing
Marine Corps Recruit Depot

June 17,1991

HEARINGS HELD BY THE COMMISSION



APPENDIX P
- COMMISSIONER AND STAFF
BASE VisITS

1995 Commission. - '
206 Military Activities Visited

Letterkenny Aravy Depot, PA
Tobyhanna Asmy Depor, PA

Fort Buchanan, PR

Fort Bliss, TX

Red River Amy Depot, TX

Dugway Proving Ground, UT

Fort Lee, VA

Fort Pickett, VA
Information Systems Software Center, VA

NAVY

Naval Air Warfare Center, Weaports Division,
China Lake, CA

Naval Air Wasfare Center, Weapons Division,
Point Mugu, CA

Naval Aviation Depot North Island, CA

Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance
Center San Diego, CA

Naval Health Research Center, CA

memms‘nma
Navy Pemsonnel R&D Center, CA

Luajualei,
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Indianapolis, IN




Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division,
Crane, IN

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division
Detachment, Louvisville, KY

PA -
Naval Air Warfare Ceater Warminster, PA
Naval Command, Control & Ocean Surveillance
Center, RDT&E Division Detachment,
‘Warminster, PA .
Naval Surface Warfare Cenger, Carderock Division

Detachment, Philadelphia, PA

Naval Air Warfare Center Open Water Test Facility
Oreland, PA

Naval Station Roosevek Roads, PR

Naval Education and Training Center Newport, RI

Naval Undersea Wacfare Center Newport, R

‘Weapon Station Chasieston, SC

Naval Air Seation Memphis, TN

Naval Air Station Cospus Chisti, TX

Naval Air Seation Kingsville, TX

Naval Air Station Oceana, VA

Nocfolkk Naval Shipyard, VA

Office of Naval Research Arington, VA

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Commuand,
Arlingson, VA

AIR FORCE

Luke Air Force Base, AZ
‘Williams Air Force Base, AZ
McClelian Air Force Base, CA

Moffest Rederal Airfield Air Guard Station, CA
Onizuka Air Station, CA
Sacramento Air Logistics Center, CA

282
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COMMISSIONER AND STAPF BASE VisiTs

P3






Kelly Air Force Base, TX

Ogden Air Logistics Center, HallAlrFomeﬁase ur

Fairchild Air Force Base, WA

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
Defense Distribution Depot Barstow, ca

Defense Distribution Depot Cherry Point, NC
Defense Construction Supply Center,
OH

285

COMMISSIONER AND STAFF BASE VISITS



1991 Commission
47 Military Activities Visited

ARMY

Naval Station Long Beach, CA

Naval Training Center San Diego, CA

Naval Underwater System Cir, New London, CT
Naval Training Center Oriando, FL

286

AIR FORCE

Eaker Air Force Base, AR
Williams Air Force Base, AZ
Castle Air Force Base, CA
Sacramento Air Logistics Center, CA
Lowry Air Force Base, CO
MacDill Air Force Base, FL
Moody Air Force Base, GA
Grissom Air Force Base, IN

Air Force Base, LA
Loring Air Force Base, ME
Wurtsnith Air Force Base, Ml
Richards-Gebaur Air Reserve Station, MO
Plansburgh Air Force Base, NY
Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, OH
Myrte Beach Air Force Base, SC
Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX
Carswell Air Force Base, TX
Goodfellow Air Force Base, TX

P6
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APPENDIX Q
COMMISSIONER
BIOGRAPHIES

wial refrigeration. He is 2 US. Navy veterun with
service in Viemnam and has been active in milicry
issues for over a decade. Comella has also served
on a number of boards and comnissions in South
Dakona, including the Rapikd City Chamber of
Commevce. During his tenure with the Chamber,
he served as Chainman of the Board of Directors

REBECCA G. COX is currently 2 Vice President of
Continental Airines, Inc. She joined Continental in
January, 1969. In 1993, she served as 2 Commis-
sioner on the Defense Base Closure and Realign-

Ted Stevens. In 1976, she received 2 B.A. degree
from Depauw University in Greencastle, Indiana,




Service Medal, Air Force Distinguished Service

Republic of Vietnam Gallantry
with Palm, Order of National Security Merit,
Gouges Medal—South Korea, Grand Cordon of
meO:derofmeSaaedTmsum—Japan.Awmd

honor noncommissioned officers can bestow.
General Davis has a B.S. degree in Engineering
from the US. Naval Academy, 2 Masters degree in
Public Administration from Aubum University at
Montgomety, and has artended multiple profes-
sional schools.

smmd&.mmmmu

mittee, In 1976, he was Treasurer of the Demo-
cratic National Convention. He served as Nationa!
Treasurer of the Carter-Mondale Election Commit-
tee, and in 1987-88 Mr. Kling served as National
Treasurer of the Gepharck for President Commit-
xeeMrlﬂmgmoumeboudsofanuuterof
public and private corporations and civic and
charitable organizations. He atended New York
Military Academy, Cornwall-on-Hudson, New
York, and received his B.S.B.A. degree from
Washington University in St. Louis. From 1950 to
1952, he served in the Amny as a2 1st Lieutenant
and aide-de-camp to General Buy O. Kurtz.

guished Service Medal, the Legion of Merit,

minating in his assignment 25 Commanding
General, 1st Infantry Dmsm (Me:h) at Fort Rdey

Cluster, the Legion of Merit with two Oak Leaf
Clusters, the Bronze Star Medal with Oak Leaf
Cluster, the Meritorious Service Medal with Oak

Leaf Cluster, the Air Medal, the Ammy Commenda-
tion Medal with Oak Leaf Chuster, the Army Good
Conduct Medal, and the Army General Staff Iden-
tification Badge.

mmeedastthcmtehmnfor

Q2



289

APPENDIX R
COMMISSION STAFF

David S. Lyles

Staff Direcior
Charles C. Smith, Jr.

Executive Director/Special Assistant io the Cbairman
Col. Wayne Purser, USAF

Military Assistant ,
Benton L. Borden Madelyn R. Creedon
Director of Review and Analysis General Cotinsel
Wade Nelson
Edward A. Brown kI : . .
Amvfmt:a(ler Director of Communications
s. Alexander Yedlin Christopher J. Goode
'NnmiL ; Director of Administration
Feancis A. Cirio, J. e Canmae N
Air Force Team Leader of Congressional
Robert Cook hwmm
Intermgency Issues Team Leader mes K. Philips
James L. M{)lm‘:‘urd‘hv‘avmbnm
Cross Servi frey A. Campbell
Toam leader Iixecuiive Secretariat

Stephen M. Ackerman M. Melissa Chalfant
Air Force Analyst Travel & Advance Assistant
Bond H. Almand Cristin Ciccone
Exocutive Secretariat Assistant Congressional Assistant
Ziba A. Aycen Richard A. DiCamillo'
Travel & Advance Assistant Senior Air Force Analyst
LTC Stephen L. Bailey, 1A’ John J. Earnhardt
Semior Army Analyst Assistant Communications Director
Lt Col Memill L Beyer i, USAF J. Kent Eckles
Semior Air Force Analyst Travel & Advance Assistant
Lt Col Robert L. Bivins, USAK* David 8. Epstein?
[seragency ksues-Senior COBRA Analyst Senior Navy Analyst
Britta A. Brackney Lester C. Famrington?
Semior Executive Assistant to the Cbairman Sersior Cross Service Analyst
Rick Brown Jon E. “Ed" HMippen®
Senior Army Analyst Inseragency kssues-Sentor Airspace Analyst
LtCol James R. Beubaker, USMC' Antonia E. Forkin
Sewior Navy Anclyst Executive Secretariat Assisiant
Francis X. Camtwell David Fuchs '

Senior Atr Force Analyst Information Sysems




Ray Geller
Travel & Advance Assistant

Information Specialist
LCDR Eric J. Lindenbaum, USN*

Navy Analyst
LTC Robert M. Miller, USA!
Semior Army Analyst

Semsor Navy Anaiyst
Deirdre M. Nume*

Interagency
Environmenial Analyst

R2
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INDEX
BY STATE

Alabama
Fort McClellan .

Alaska
Fort Greely 3
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Ship Repair Facility ........ccoeermensnicisiscssansessane 57 me
Hawail Naval Air Station, Meridian .............ccoeiveanee
Naval Air Station, Basbers Pot s8 Naval Technical Training Center, Meridian . 68

T2 INDEX
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Utah
Defense Distribution Depot Ogden,
122
Dugway Proving G d 34
Hill Air Force Base
........... 110

(Utah Test and Training Range)

Letterkenny Army Depot
Naval Air Technical Services
Facility, Phitadeiphia..
Naval Air Warfare Center,
Naval Aviation Engincering Service
Unit, Philadelphia .........cccconveinrienrcnrnnnee 71
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division,
Open Water Test Facility, Oreland......... 71
Naval Commani, Contro! and Ocean Office, Chesapeake 76
Surveillance Center, RDT&E Naval Sea Systems Comnmand, Arlington ...... 77
Detachment, Warminster ........ 72 Office of Naval R h, Arling 78
Naval Shipyard, Norfoik Detachment, Space and Naval Warfare Systems
73 Command, AlingLon .........cocsimivvenirnen 79
Puerto Rice ‘Washington
Fort Buchanan .. 32 Camp B ville 37
South Carolina West Virginia
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Valley Grove Area Maintenance
Chasleston 74 SUPPOLL ACHVILY .....ovvvrvirerrarensansaneanarens 38
Tennessee
Defense Distribution Depot Memphi
Memphis 119
Texas
Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation
BY STATE T3



